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Deear Mr. Livingstone:

We are pleased 1o provide comments on the Department of Energy’s Long-Term Stewzrdship
Smdy Draft dated Cotober 2000,

- Thiz draft is a very wall remxonsd and thoughtful anstysis of the problems and iwoes thet DOR
faces in managing the legacy of wastes left from its’ operatians from the beginning of the eold

wartl b the and o the f Tl h the 4 chat this 6 not 11 1.1 — The Department appreciates this comment. Thank you.

decision docmment, it prevides a good framework for DOE mmnegaes to begin their evaluatinns
in many other declsion documents. We also believe it provides 2 good basis for DOE to begin

We are aspecially pleased to soe the emphegix on plyaning £ ymeertainty end fallibility, By
plarming for fhese, DIOE siands a nmch better chanee of evoiding diffiealt and costly responses

1.2 1.2 — The Department appreciates this comment. Thank you.

long after cleanop was thought o be completed.

The draft recognizes the valug of confingency plamming and emergency management for
unanticipaied events.

Lakevier Urnnhnn Mill Waste Disposal Site

. . . . 1.3 — This comment focuses on site-specific issues. Where these issues have identified general issues for long-
One of the firet long-term disposal sites for Urenium Mill wastes wes camplated several years term stewardship, the Department has attempted to communicate these issues in both the Draft and Final
ago near Lakeview, OR. This site ia inrtroctive an what DOE might expect for some long-tenm 1.3 Study. This comment has been forwarded to the Department's long-term stewardship representatives at the
ptewardship issues. During constroction, the cover rock autharized by DOE was of lower quality appropriate sites; however, the long-term stewardship study is not the appropriate document for addressing site-
than m_gim]]y @ﬂfﬁﬂi specific issues.

Since completion of the disposal cxdl, several problams have been nated. Cowa walked up a hill
immacdintely adjncent to the wite and formed 2 Forow, which esoded. 16 this continued
nncorrected, it had the potential to erode imto the digposal cell. The damagy wes repsired and 8
fence is now malntained below the disposel cell 10 keep the cows away.
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A badger was also found burrowing into the soils on top of the hill immedistely adjacent 10 the
dispizal ecll. The badger was relocated and the damage repaired. This too threatencd the cell
ard maght hirve besn avosbed with minor changes W the disposal cell design,

The greatest thrent in the disposal cell s Gar s om the mock wsed i the disposal eell cover, The
rock is showing signs of depradation und 1 brekimp up, 1035 Tkely that o some ponl this
portion of the cover will need o be removed and replaced. This cap and eover was designed for
aone-thousand vear 1ife.

Indian Tribes

The draft makes exlensive comments analyaang and supporting DOR"s ohligations b Mative
Americans end to Trital Trealy duties, |lowever, this s inconsistently applisd, 1t sesms 1o place
emphasis on the “host community”, whils neglecting the otten major importance that DOE sites
play in regions of the country,

“Thee Dlamdisrd site 35 instructive in this negand, Thouh [lanfond has U preatest immediate mpac)
on the local Tri-City communities of Richland, Faseo and Kennewick, i als has enonmous
impact on the broader Columbia Basin, incleding both Cregon and Washinglon States, the
Wakina Mation, the Wanapam, the Confederated Tribes of the [Umatilla and the Mez Perce Tribe.
Publi: invalvement anall wepeets of the site must meelude Ui iotercsts Trom the eotine eiloeled
region,

- Four Principles

The drell iebentifies The Four Principles of [ntergencrational Equity. A fifth principle showld als
be inclucded - The Trast Pinciple. The Trustee Principle focwses on our duty for our
dezcondants. The Trust Principle extends this 10 the Pedera] Governments obligation and duties
foir the Tribes descendants.

_Failure of long term institutional controls

T suceeed, Tong-Term Stewardshap al DOE sites must avoid 1o the greatest degree possible the
use of institutional controls, Instend, aciive remediation combaned wilh proven engineered

arricrs should be preferred.

The conceplual models wsed o suppoit these designg st be verified to bownd the sctel si
comditions. In particular, burranial rnspor of moistore eogh sals chillenges the wiliy of
sueface barriers,

1.4

1.5

1.4 — This comment is acknowledged in a text box in Section 9.1 of the Study. The definition of "affected
parties" in Chapter 1 of the Study was broadened to include regional concerns. Section 4.1 and Chapter 9 of
the Study acknowledge the special government-to-government relationship between the federal government
and Tribal governments. Chapter 9 of the Study also acknowledges the importance of ensuring that the federal
Indian Trust Responsibilities and federal treaty obligations are met.

1.5 — This comment is acknowledged in a text box in Section 9.1 of the Study. The Department agrees that
long-term stewardship activities must ensure that the federal Indian Trust Responsibilities and federal treaty
obligations are met. However, the Four principles of Intergenerational Equity noted in the Draft Study are a
direct citation from the National Academy of Public Administration report.

1.6 — Long-term stewardship planning (see Chapter 4 of the Study) and remedy selection decisions are done on
a site-specific basis with input from regulators, stakeholders, and the public. As noted in Exhibit 3-1 of the
Study, the criteria used to evaluate remedial alternatives include long-term effectiveness and cost-effectiveness.
The long-term effectiveness of institutional controls is one of the criteria for evaluating long-term stewardship
requirements during remedy selection that have been suggested in guidance developed by DOE, EPA, and the
Department of Defense (DoD) and in recommendations forwarded to the Department (see Exhibits 3-2 and 3-3
in the Study). The Department also has identified the need to promote new science and technology
development to help address the uncertainties associated with maintenance of institutional and engineered
controls. The Department acknowledges the public concerns about long-term effectiveness in a text box in
Section 3.2 of the Study. The issue of uniform or national standards for cleanup is beyond the scope of this
Study because this document focuses on long-term stewardship. In addition, the Department notes that the
specific mix of active remediation, proven engineered controls, and institutional controls needs to be decided on
a site-specific basis.
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Timelrames

1 |5 anfoenanane dhar rany of the wiste ereanad by TIOF avier the e Gy vears will nemain
inkramsisadly dangemeos 2 long time, A3 @ nesult, cheamups al the sites oeed to focus on ensuring
the permanence of prupused remedies for the indefindte fisure, The harandoms weste leas are foi
th mst et vt At cnessming eompliees L g liw doessbzs Wl et ® cenlury. Thiy do not
chaly lend themiselvies o analyzing hisinds over thousands of years. Long-Teorm Stewardship

i play 2 veoiral cule in changing the way cleamsps are dome. therety reducing both the hererds
remaining and the loag term casts. /s 2 beginning, clessvans should be implemessad insuch 2
s thas thess ign ligids Dike: il Bhat Aeey vall remvmen cllistivg e leme s by wsls romsin
Uangériiis

The draft nates the inadequacies of aur current tachnical understonding ond aapahilaies, D
liemtbwer ool i ivapectnes Do sdvamai: Al scmaws, anpimovring s lechmedagy [or 2 remedy.
Understanding how well or poarty we understand the ecosystenas, physicnl enviranment,
franspomt processes nther factors and amcerainties will form a key eompansat of aigy such
anlyan,

Favirnieniciilal Justice

A1 DOE sites, cleanap decisions are frequently azalvzed by using a combizalion of different
SRRl seenaring. The ram it eomimos are the weluostial and wesafeontml socumios,
Fesideniiad socnarios sd an suceplable isk amolT of one n one-millim. The indusrial scenario
assumes tkal vxposure &5 limiled by exposure ime and exposse pathways 1t alkows for o higher
risk level of ame chamee in ten-thausand of inducing o faral concer

Indusiry may lavor huilding on clean land to avoid liahility for past procrices of nehers et il
the site helure them. This may myvalidme the assumptiong msed @ the indisnal clismgn samanmo
anil serivusdy guestion B pilicy ol Baving two clemp levels, Whal & noedied is 2 uniform
profeclive standard for cleanup that recogmizes the wnigos conditions ol each site.

Lamd Use

AT present, iy T eleaning destieis are peedisncd on deesling baday whal land ws: will be
mure than 3 ventury from niw. The acceptable level of cleamu is sat by the scenzring thes flow
leqims thiz land use Ul recogiizes the unique cosadilions at euch sie,

Herwaever, U realily s is mbal by the diall is (bal isstitoticnal controls cammat be relied upon.
Penple’s desires can and di change omd the lund nse connnt be pssnred. Thess faetors lesd

1.7

1.8

1.9

1.10

1.7 — Long-term stewardship planning (see Chapter 4 of the Study) and remedy selection decisions are done on
a site-specific basis with input from regulators, stakeholders, and the public. As noted in Exhibit 3-1 of the
Study, the criteria used to evaluate remedial alternatives include long-term effectiveness and cost-effectiveness.
The long-term effectiveness of institutional controls is one of the criteria for evaluating long-term stewardship
requirements during remedy selection that have been suggested in guidance developed by DOE, EPA, and the
Department of Defense (DoD) and in recommendations forwarded to the Department (see Exhibits 3-2 and 3-3
in the Study). The Department also has identified the need to promote new science and technology
development to help address the uncertainties associated with maintenance of institutional and engineered
controls. The Department acknowledges the public concerns about long-term effectiveness in a text box in
Section 3.2 of the Study. The issue of uniform or national standards for cleanup is beyond the scope of this
Study because this document focuses on long-term stewardship.

1.8 — The Department acknowledges these comments in a text box in Section 4.2.4 of the Final Study. As
noted in Section 4.2.4 of the Final Study, the Department's process for developing and implementing new
science and technology includes developing a long-term stewardship science and technology roadmap that will
(1) identify science and technology needs; (2) identify existing capabilities to meet these needs both within and
external to DOE; (3) determine research and development priorities; and (4) direct specific efforts to meet these
needs. The Department agrees that research into a number of key areas is needed, including the long-term
effectiveness and reliability of engineered and institutional controls; surveillance and monitoring; and information
management. Advances in science and technology may provide future generations with the ability to cost-
effectively achieve unrestricted use at some sites. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group
recently identified the policy issue as to whether the ultimate goal of new science and technology should be to
improve the ability to maintain the existing end state (i.e., the end state established during cleanup) or should
be to "improve" the end state more closely toward unrestricted use as one of the most important issues that
should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee.

1.9 — The extent that risk-based cleanup standards can be adapted to a particular land use is the approach
followed by DOE and external regulators in making cleanup decisions.

1.10 — Long-term stewardship planning (see Chapter 4 of the Study) and remedy selection decisions are done
on a site-specific basis with input from regulators, stakeholders, and the public. As noted in Exhibit 3-1 of the
Study, the criteria used to evaluate remedial alternatives include long-term effectiveness and cost-effectiveness.
The long-term effectiveness of institutional controls is one of the criteria for evaluating long-term stewardship
requirements during remedy selection that have been suggested in guidance developed by DOE, EPA, and the
Department of Defense (DoD) and in recommendations forwarded to the Department (see Exhibits 3-2 and 3-3
in the Study). The Department also has identified the need to promote new science and technology
development to help address the uncertainties associated with maintenance of institutional and engineered
controls. The Department acknowledges the public concerns about long-term effectiveness in a text box in
Section

3.2 of the Study. The issue of uniform or national standards for cleanup is beyond the scope of this Study
because this document focuses on long-term stewardship. In addition, the Department agrees that institutional
controls must be continuously monitored for effectiveness, and the results made available to all stakeholders.
DOE also recognizes that future stakeholders may have views and desires for land uses that are different than
those established by today's stakeholders. Therefore, a viable long-term stewardship program is necessary to
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Fn,'.lenh:tl [antlumesss in Long-Term Stewandship. What s needed 1= o umloem protective standard
for cleanup.

Cleanup Standards

30 rroargeers: amd regulaiors also ofien make 2 distincion on cleanp siandknds besed on Lind-
use, When the proposed future use of the land 15 decided, the regulators and [HE tend to sct
cleanup levels that allow much higher residuals of conaminants to remain behind, Az noted
abrve, this leaves a larpe vulnerability to chonge s these land-wse decisions ore revisited in the

Tulure.

At Hanford, DOE and the regulators have propoacd setiing cleanup levels in this way, However,

i thie shusrl ne sinee hese deersions were made, large portions of the @te ave been deagnated

a5 & Mational Monumenl, The LLS. Fish and Wildlife Service (LISFEW) 15 the lead Fedaral

agemcy for mamepement of the momement. They propose Lo reguine thal clemmup levels for lands

in the momument be more restrictive o prodect the ecosystems than was proposed for profection
. of hamans under the residential scenaring,

[t n5 possible thit emitamiiated lands under TYOF control tday will have 1o be cleaned up in
moge stringent stendards 1o allow wltimate ranster to UsF&EW. 1 not DOE will likely have to
institute and maintain long-term protective actions and stewardship ever contaminated parecls
surrounded by Matiomal Monument lands,

I"ublie Invalvemeni

Throughowt this process, the public - both local and repional - the effected States, Tribes and
athers should be consulted and involved in the decision making. This alrcady ocowrs over the
shurt term for st decisions mace wndder the direciion of The Mational Envirenmentad Policy
Act, the Resaurce Conservation and Recovery Act and the Comprehensive Emaranmental
Response, Compensation and Liahility Act. 10muost alseooccor atb each decision point rhm|gh|:|u[
the longr-lerm slewardship period,

State and Tribal Governmental Working Gronp (STGWG) commants

We encorse and strongly support the comments provided by the St and Dbl Governmental
Working Ciroup.

Attached arc our additional detalled comiments.

1.1

1.121

1.11 = Since cleanup decision documents must specify or reference a future land use for the site appropriate
for the protection of human health, worker safety, and the environment, a remedy would be unprotective if the
land use decision was reversed resulting in unacceptable exposures. The remedy may need to be revisited in
this case to ensure long-term protection of human health and the environment.

1.12 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study. Existing laws and
regulations, especially the CERCLA process that is used for many site cleanups, require public involvement in
the activities and decisions that lead to the selection of a remedy (ROD), including the technical and economic
feasibility of cleanup to unrestricted use. However, these laws and regulations do not clearly articulate the role
of public involvement in the activities and decisions that follow the ROD. At the same time, the Department
recognizes that the ultimate success of long-term stewardship depends on the active involvement of the
affected parties, including local governments and Tribes. It is important for all parties to develop a workable
approach for meaningful public involvement in the decisions that affect and manage long-term stewardship
activities. The Study identifies this as an additional key challenge associated with long-term stewardship. The
Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified public involvement as one of the most
important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive
Steering Committee. This issue includes how DOE should balance the need to involve the public in maintaining
controls (e.g., institutional controls such as water use restrictions) with competing needs such as classified
information or activities, particularly at sites with ongoing national security missions. The Department's Long-
term Stewardship Working Group also has identified the issue of under what circumstances DOE should
consider funding of external parties as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
Executive Steering Committee. Although the general issue of public involvement has been identified to the
Executive Steering Committee, specifics of implementation (e.g., what external organizations should be
involved, what should be provided by DOE, what mechanisms for public involvement should be used) have not
been discussed and may be determined on a site-specific basis. We intend the public participation process will
allow the Tribes and the public to express their views on long-term stewardship activities at DOE sites.

1.12.1 — Please see responses to comment letter 28.
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If you have any questions in regards 1o our comments, pheass contact me al {3037 3783544 or
Belr. Dk Dunting an my staff at (503 378-3187.

Sincerely,
S /Qfﬂfé/ﬁﬁ;ﬁe»ﬁ
ary T Tlieek
Muclear Snfety Program Manager
Oregon Office of Energy

625 Marion 8L NE, Suwite |
Salem, OR 97301-3742

Ce:

Btates amd Trikal WHrI‘.ing diTuup
Malionol (overnors Association
Hanford Advisiry Boanl

Uregon Hanford Waste Board
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Detailed comments and questions on the Department of Encrpy's
Long-Term Stewardship Study Draft dated October 2000
¥ How will DOE enforee restrictions on land owned by someone else, particalazly it owmership

w

condinees to change hands?

Part 2.5 poge % stotes in part that contimusd protection of humim health aned the envirgnment
will depend on public awareness and institutional openness, This is one ol the most eritical
challeiges tw sustainahility.

IHE muest hegin public awansess s soon & possdble with stakeholder participation. The
anly wary the puhlic will respect restrctions is i they ane involved froin the beginning and
contime with o robust public swareness and involvemenl progrem. In acddtien, il such
coqnirols are fo be used, there must be some way to nssure that they remain in place ond
remain weed for so long as the hazard remains. Already we know that at DOE sites, memory
ol what wizs disposed beging to fail within a decade.

Part 2.6 page § states in part that one of the bigpest stakeholder concems is the sourcs and
nzztune of sustained funding for long term stewardship. A variesy of issues are associated
with each fumding aliemalive, including 1n seme cases the lack of clear legislative authority
to implement the aliemative.

The drafl shoubd outling the isswes sssociated with cach alternative.

Part 2.7 page § states in part that Tribal goals otten ditfer from those of local povemments.
1301 showhd conssder tribal imerests a3 & prionty.

Part 2.8 papge 10 states in part that residun] hazards and srategies tor maniging these hazards
shonld be re-cvaluated periodically to take into account new science and techmology.

Slakehbolders showld be invalved in these cvaluations.

Cheapter 3: page 13 strles in arl thid requirements ol cleanup decisions under RURA
typically extend up to 30 years beyvond completion of cleanup, with provisions to extend
mimitoning and maintenance activities beyond that peried if neceasary.

The plan should include the poimt ot which ihe decision o extend would be made. 11 should
also include at what points during the 30 years the public will be ivolved and that the public
will be involved beyond that pant if lerther decisions nesd o e made,

1.13

1.15

1.13 — This comment is acknowledged in a text box in Section 6.2 of the Study. Section 6.2 of the Study
recognizes the many issues, public concerns, and uncertainties associated with ensuring the continued
provision of long-term stewardship after property transfers. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working
Group recently identified the issue of how DOE will ensure adequate protection of human health and the
environment at sites transferred to the private sector as one of the most important issues that should be
addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. This comment
will be provided to the Executive Steering Committee for their consideration.

1.14 -- See response to Comment 1.7

1.15 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.2 of the Study. As noted in
Section 8.2 of the Study, developing an alternative funding mechanism will require additional study and
eventually Congressional action. Section 8.2 of the Study also provides a summary of the recent study of Trust
Funds by Resources for the Future. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently
identified funding of long-term stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. Specific funding issues identified
by the Working Group included: (1) difficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the future
because there is no consistent procedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for and
reported among DOE sites; (2) whether the annual appropriations process is the most effective mechanism for
funding long-term stewardship activities that may be needed for decades or centuries; and (3) circumstances
under which DOE should consider funding external parties (e.g., local governments) to conduct long-term
stewardship activities or oversight. This comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee for
their consideration. In addition, the Department believes that Section 8.2 of the Study adequately discusses

|1.16 — See response to Comment 1.4.

|1.17 — See response to Comment 1.12.

1.18 — As noted in Section 4.2.2 of the Study, site-specific long-term stewardship plans are required by law for
uranium mill tailings sites and must be approved by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The Department also
requests the development of a site-specific long-term stewardship plan before accepting long-term stewardship
responsibilities for any site. As the EM mission at a site is completed, current plans call for the EM program
and the site landlord (if different from EM) to develop a long-term stewardship baseline for each site. The
baseline will describe the scope of applicable long-term stewardship requirements, the technical activities and
the projected schedule to meet these requirements, and expected costs. The Department acknowledges these
comments in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Final Study and will consider the recommendations they provide in
developing the guidance that will specify the format and content for site-specific long-term stewardship plans.
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# Puge 14 states in part that for UMTEA sites there iz no temmination of the general license

w

L ol

issucd by the NREC for costody and boog-tenm care of residual radmsactive mistertal disposal
arbies.

D0 shouldd hive i greneral licenss or some other regulatory arrangement with WREC for long
term maintenance and monitoring in perpetuity.

Page 14 also states in part . if complete trestment or resmoval of the souree(s) and resuliing
combarminated media 15 lechnically amd economicolly feasible. ..

It should be stated that DOE will make this decision in consultation with regulators and
stakeholders.

Part 3.2 page 15 states in part.. Preliminary aned Final Clossaou Bepors | provide more
...imformistion shout the .. remedy and regquiTements for operation .. and monitoring of the
remexly.

The pablic imvolvement process for the preliminary and final Close-aul Reporl should be
slales].

Page |7 discusses Remedy Monitoring Plans

There is no dissussion of any public process prior to issuing a final plan. If this is e case, &
decision (remedy selection) is made which leads to the decision about boig-lerm stewandship
without pablic invoelvensent.

Fxhibat 3.5 page 201{Depariment of Inergzy) outlines criterin developed by [OE, EPA and
D300 for evmluating long-term stewnrdship.

This cxhibit sleuld disewss tee points for public mvalvement in the process,

Exhibil 3-4 Recommendations by Alecled Parlies is an important list of considerations and
wi: support them

Exhibit 3-4 feontined) suggests that Congress should estabhish g fond that will peneeste the
resquired annual budget bor stewardship. Another bulbet potnts out that the Assistail
Secrctary should require full consideration of the estimated lifecycle cosis of remediation and
lomg-teren institutional centrols in onder 1 evalute the inclesffs between cleanop and
stewamidship. We agree. [urther, this analysis should include a full analvsis of aon-seonomic
life-gyele impacts,

1.20

1.21

1.22

1.23

1.24

1.19 — The Department acknowledges these comments in a text box in Section 4.1 of the Final Study. The
specific mechanisms available for oversight and enforcement of long-term stewardship vary according to the
applicable regulatory regime(s) and state laws on a site-specific basis. The Department has not developed a
policy on potential alternative regulatory regimes at specific sites. These comments will be provided to the
senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee for their consideration.

1.20 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study. Existing laws and
regulations, especially the CERCLA process that is used for many site cleanups, require public involvement in
the activities and decisions that lead to the selection of a remedy (ROD), including the technical and economic
feasibility of cleanup to unrestricted use. However, these laws and regulations do not clearly articulate the role
of public involvement in the activities and decisions that follow the ROD. At the same time, the Department
recognizes that the ultimate success of long-term stewardship depends on the active involvement of the
affected parties, including local governments and Tribes. It is important for all parties to develop a workable
approach for meaningful public involvement in the decisions that affect and manage long-term stewardship
activities. The Study identifies this as an additional key challenge associated with long-term stewardship. The
Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified public involvement as one of the most
important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive
Steering Committee. This issue includes how DOE should balance the need to involve the public in maintaining
controls (e.g., institutional controls such as water use restrictions) with competing needs such as classified
information or activities, particularly at sites with ongoing national security missions. The Department's Long-
term Stewardship Working Group also has identified the issue of under what circumstances DOE should
consider funding of external parties as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
Executive Steering Committee. Although the general issue of public involvement has been identified to the
Executive Steering Committee, specifics of implementation (e.g., what external organizations should be
involved, what should be provided by DOE, what mechanisms for public involvement should be used) have not
been discussed and may be determined on a site-specific basis. We intend the public participation process will
allow the Tribes and the public to express their views on long-term stewardship activities at DOE sites. The
Department also notes that Chapter 1 of the Study states that DOE's cleanups are based on existing plans and
agreements with regulators, with input from affected parties.

|1.21 — See response to Comment 1.12.

|1.22 — See response to Comment 1.12.

1.23 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study. Existing laws and
regulations, especially the CERCLA process that is used for many site cleanups, require public involvement in
the activities and decisions that lead to the selection of a remedy (ROD), including the technical and economic
feasibility of cleanup to unrestricted use. However, these laws and regulations do not clearly articulate the role
of public involvement in the activities and decisions that follow the ROD. At the same time, the Department
recognizes that the ultimate success of long-term stewardship depends on the active involvement of the
affected parties, including local governments and Tribes. It is important for all parties to develop a workable
approach for meaningful public involvement in the decisions that affect and manage long-term stewardship
activities. The Study identifies this as an additional key challenge associated with long-term stewardship. The
Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified public involvement as one of the most
important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive
Steering Committee. This issue includes how DOE should balance the need to involve the public in maintaining
controls (e.g., institutional controls such as water use restrictions) with competing needs such as classified
information or activities, particularly at sites with ongoing national security missions. The Department's Long-
term Stewardship Working Group also has identified the issue of under what circumstances DOE should
consider funding of external parties as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
Executive Steering Committee. Although the general issue of public involvement has been identified to the
Executive Steering Committee, specifics of implementation (e.g., what external organizations should be
involved, what should be provided by DOE, what mechanisms for public involvement should be used) have not
been discussed and may be determined on a site-specific basis. We intend the public participation process will
allow the Tribes and the public to express their views on long-term stewardship activities at DOE sites. In
addition, the Department believes that the text in Section 3.2 of the Study adequately provides this information.




1.24 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.1 of the Final Study. The
Department agrees that more information is needed on the scope of future long-term stewardship activities and
better life-cycle costs estimates are needed. The Final Study incorporates the cost estimates from the Report to
Congress on Long-term Stewardship and will discuss the basis for these estimates. Accurate cost estimates are
critical for long-term stewardship, particularly for ensuring accountability for the technical scope of the program.
The Report to Congress on Long-term Stewardship is only the first step in developing the necessary cost figures.
The Department’s Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified funding of long-term stewardship as
one of the most important issues that should b e addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship
Executive Steering Committee. Specific funding issues identified by the Working Group included difficulties in
determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the future because there is no consistent procedure for how
long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for and reported among DOE sites. This comment will be forwarded
to the Executive Steering Committee for their consideration.
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Part 7.2 pagre 73 states in part that “The first step in such an effort would be o develoga
conscnsus on the types if activities onsite ond in the surmomding communies il will
reguire information, 1.25

This section should state.,“will require information™ wlel... by invelving _the regienal
stakeholders and surounding communities...

Page 74 “Make crifical information available to offsite entities.” Change the first
semiemos fo temd; DO newds b work prosctively with Stales, stakelolders and local 1.26
cotmunities t2 make information available

Page: 77 regarding records. . first line shoukd be changed 10 tead “site files in regionul and 1.27

lonzal libwarics,

Page 7% first lime shoukd e changed woread “between dispersed and ecateal control, bt more | 1.28
dislogue to include stakeholders i required .

[ &5 Theim iambeer 2 at the bottom of the page. Long-term Stewardship Funds (Escrow | 1.29
Ageounl, We siromgly support this approach.

Mg 04, Exchibit 9-1 deseribes o process for invelving the public in DOLs decision process

[ lgwever, it armils the special government to government relationship between the Federal 1.30
{Government (represented by O] ancd the Tribes in the process, s well as e regulatons

and bwoader regional interests.

1.25 — The text now mentions regional "affected parties". The Department uses this term instead of the
suggested word: "stakeholders".

1.26 — The text has been changed to reflect this comment; however, the term "affected parties" is used rather
than "stakeholders".

1.27 — The text has been changed to reflect this comment; however, the phrase "local libraries" is used instead.

1.28 — This comment is reflected in the text; however, the term "affected parties” is used rather than
"stakeholders".

1.29 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.2 of the Study. As noted in
Section 8.2 of the Study, developing an alternative funding mechanism will require additional study and
eventually Congressional action. Section 8.2 of the Study also provides a summary of the recent study of Trust
Funds by Resources for the Future. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently
identified funding of long-term stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. Specific funding issues identified
by the Working Group included: (1) difficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the future
because there is no consistent procedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for and
reported among DOE sites; (2) whether the annual appropriations process is the most effective mechanism for
funding long-term stewardship activities that may be needed for decades or centuries; and (3) circumstances
under which DOE should consider funding external parties (e.g., local governments) to conduct long-term
stewardship activities or oversight. This comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee for

their consideration.

1.30 — Section 9.1 includes a text box on the Role of Tribal Governments in Long-term Stewardship.
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Smigect: Commends oo “Lang-Term Stewardship Stedy”, Grall o0 Ocioler 2HHE
Dhvcar b Livingstong:

T have panticipated in various Chak Ridge groups inercsicd in stewardship and in their review of the
subject drall. Flem, [ wish o cosniit as an individng on one specific nepect thit seems of particular
Enpariane.

{In pape 38, A o mmmarizes varices nesds Tor revearch and dinelopeocal. ARhough L do not
quarre! with any of them, it seems in me Uhere is o preevous caission. Estinenze of stewandship costs for
the Omk Ridge Reservition hove varied wildly, bul moey projections hanve bocn in the rangs of ten 1o
fifizen million dallars per year. Fowever, G bnzakdowas g Troquesdly attritomed § 00 million phs o
Tieibeel Walley (site of Oak Ridge Malious] Labogalery) #lons. Whes ang is pwvare of the far worss
canluminalion aver U ridgs in Melion VAl not i speak of 7-12 and the ald B-25, mech o boge
[rmclion raisiE quistios.

e far ns we members of e public L boc e o checidane angvwess, it appenrs that the major
dmins in Bl Yalley an: U cosis of pusiping and tresfing gromnd wates, eighty or ninety pornol ol g
lotal. 1 scins unli¥ely that pemping is the major facion; mast of (e water appeans o b oo G umps
of buikdings in the amen, with relarively small froctions T coutrellisg U corc-hole # and other plumes,
‘Treptment then mmst be the major cost. From whet gusibers 1 By Been abile 10 exirpct in ol
presentticms, i seems Bt of s onder of $1HERiGEalkn i3 being spent on treatment. The feed is only
slighily conluminated; i dics aol bl cstorate shisiding for the workers. This cost seemes eorbitanl, |
o't koo wlial i spénl W maks high-zakinity Fersipn Gulf wter potable, bl [doubl il & over 5 oor 1075
al B1I00kiupallon

Applicd rescarch topics are menally selected on the basds of econonic gaiv of secocss and the
probetilliy of saccess, T8 seems in me that improvimcul of weehnolopy for sater freatment (or just

ndnpting haster avnilablis technology) ssily weecis ot of these criferia. | hme the impression kol
simniliar Bipgh cosls an boing icuged n DO sites pther than Clak Ridge.

Althrmgh the projections af gross stowanlship Goste | qiesd have appeared in CERCLA and
aher doczments, the volwmes of wates being treated in Bethel Vnlbey and costs attribuled 1o Qi setivily

Tuzrwns T pelczapad foounk vl presentatons. There is conssquenily o possibilily ﬂfnﬂmnﬂcrm_mdlng
Howgver, if the nmmbers are in the ball park, e s bo be an asscscansd of current practicss

Yo A e )

James B Boluisen, Je

2.1

2.2

2.1 — This comment focuses on site-specific issues. Where these issues have identified general issues for long-
term stewardship, the Department has attempted to communicate these issues in both the Draft and Final
Study. This comment has been forwarded to the Department's long-term stewardship representatives at the
appropriate sites; however, the long-term stewardship study is not the appropriate document for addressing site-
specific issues.

2.2 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.2.4 of the Study. The Department
has identified two preliminary goals for new science and technology for long-term stewardship: (1) reduce long-
term stewardship costs, and/or (2) increase long-term stewardship effectiveness. These preliminary goals may
change in the future as DOE gains more experience with long-term stewardship. Section 4.2.4 also notes that
expertise and solutions may come from the private sector.
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Steven Livingstonc, Frojecl Manager

118 Deparment of Energy

202 B 4500

Washington [0, 20026-507%

[Jear Mr. Livingstone Comments on the draft Long Term Stewardship Study
of Oetober 2000

This repont is an excellent effort toillumimate te lage sees involved for Department
of Enerery Long Term Stewardship (1.15) and indicate the available broad palicy
directions T did not deteet 2 major point il is nol covered somewhere at least by
implication A few ideas, hawever, were treated too lightly or indireetly to command
the future attention they descrve. A lew senfences changed or added could chminale
these residual questions,

{itizen requests, as in Cak Ridge, Tor better LTS coverage in Proposed Plans (FF) and
Hecords of Decision (RODs) are dismissed on pages 153and 17 10 Section 3.2 wath an
arpument based on @ Oawed statement of the request MNobody expects a Jetaled
slewardship plan in a ROD, 4 plan that would locate signs, [enceposts, the exact
widih of bufTer zongs, or list the botanical and biological speoies il will be momtor
ed [orever. Vel the impossibility of inchiding such detail has been given s e rason
For nut including meaningful stewardship disoussions in the crucial decision docu
ments (PP and ROD ) that set out the whole remediation stralegy [or an ares. How
can stewardship be considered m remedy suggestion as the LTS study suggests on
pape [0 1f these documents do notl clewrly commit to maintaining a level of remedia-
tian through time Lhat is sulficient to achieve the chosen Remedial Action Objectives?
[There s an open process Tor modifying objectives ) Here, “remediation” includes all
Lhe: moniloring, maintenance of hoth institotional and phymeal controls, information
slurage and retrieval, putlic edueation, and reconsideration of altematives w which
your Study tefers. (An analogous issue must cost at sites nod regulaled under
CERCLA) T helieve that a past-ROI dacument, to which the public has no reguired
input, is ne place to he defining high level goals for long-lerm slewardship as is

siiggested near the end of page 17.

On page 41 and Exhitit 5-1 the authors of the Study acknowledge that persuns
aitside the ariginally contaminated arca are protected [rom haards pomarily by
“engineering eontrols” designed wo stabilize the conleminants, rather Gan by
“institutional eontrols” thit keep people away from hgands, However, e rest of
the report dwells (ar too much on Lhe latter type of remedy. Unless contaminated
propertics are transfemred 1o owners who prove to be complacent aned upeooperative,
(e enmineenng conlrols amd their mantenance will be the more important far DOE
silles ush as they are for stop mines and old hazardous waste dumps that lack effective
liners and caps. Where hazardous contamination will be left in place at weapans sites,
engneered physical contrels will be added to substinate for the careful st af 2
proper landfill, storm and flood are bound o challenge fhe halfway measires that
aust e used fo control eonfaminant ransport

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.1 — The Department appreciates this comment. Thank you.

3.2 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study. Existing laws and
regulations, especially the CERCLA process that is used for many site cleanups, require public involvement in
the activities and decisions that lead to the selection of a remedy (ROD), including the technical and economic
feasibility of cleanup to unrestricted use. However, these laws and regulations do not clearly articulate the role
of public involvement in the activities and decisions that follow the ROD. At the same time, the Department
recognizes that the ultimate success of long-term stewardship depends on the active involvement of the
affected parties, including local governments and Tribes. It is important for all parties to develop a workable
approach for meaningful public involvement in the decisions that affect and manage long-term stewardship
activities. The Study identifies this as an additional key challenge associated with long-term stewardship. The
Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified public involvement as one of the most
important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive
Steering Committee. This issue includes how DOE should balance the need to involve the public in maintaining
controls (e.g., institutional controls such as water use restrictions) with competing needs such as classified
information or activities, particularly at sites with ongoing national security missions. The Department's Long-
term Stewardship Working Group also has identified the issue of under what circumstances DOE should
consider funding of external parties as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
Executive Steering Committee. Although the general issue of public involvement has been identified to the
Executive Steering Committee, specifics of implementation (e.g., what external organizations should be
involved, what should be provided by DOE, what mechanisms for public involvement should be used) have not
been discussed and may be determined on a site-specific basis. We intend for the public participation process
to allow for meaningful Tribal and public involvement. Note also that The Department agrees that Records of
Decision and other decision documents should clearly identify problems, remedial objectives, and long-term
stewardship implications to the extent feasible. Section 3.2 of the Study has been revised to emphasize this
point.

3.3 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 5.3 of the Study. The Department believes that
Section 5.3 of the Study appropriately discusses the difficulties and challenges associated with ensuring the
long-term maintenance of institutional controls, including roles and responsibilities for enforcement. The
determination of the type of institutional controls and enforcement of these controls (e.g., by DOE or external
parties) will be determined on a site-specific basis as part of remedy selection and long-term stewardship
planning and may change over time.




FealeHome

W AT AR RuliiErma anoeM D

{n page 48 and particularly in Exhibat 5 4, the suthors indicate the [ruyglily and
passible nselessness of land use contro] measures such as deed restrictions. | recall
that the paper of Mary English, your Reference 49, indicates Lhal casements and other
deed restrictions have heen Tound 1o Tail over time unless the owner (hal onginites
the restrictions {here usually the federal government) consislently enforces the
restrictions in the civil courls. This finding is very important, and suggests a shiong
and diffrewit condibon Tor the vsefulness of deed restnctons. | have found many
references to deed resticlions in government regulations and decision documents, ot
recall anly one cuse thal indicated the intent of the agency W inspecl and then
enforce the restriction (groundwater lieenses in Union Valley in Cak Ridge). 17 Ms
Enalish is corect for an important fracton of the cases, tis consistent enforcement
caveal needs emphasis; it 15 just the type of condilion that engineers and members of

the public are unlikely to think of. {Another approach would be for the TOR to
cunvinge state legislatures to cnable third party lawsuits to enforee decd restnctions
fur a class of lands that ncludes DOE siles. Local governments normally cannol and
do nat try to entorce such resticlions.)

Flease mention the sigmilicance of cost inflation to the considerations mvolving Lrust
funds in Scction ¥ around page 91 The trust described in Exhhit %5 lor slewandship
af the Oak Hidge Reservation Covironmental Management Waste hManagement
Facility can succeed only if the terms of agreement are broadly mterpreted (o include
regularly using a portion of the frust income to inerement the prneipal. Ths
remvestment would counteract the expected gradual increase over ime in the dolla
ool of manlenance and monitofing The Tennessee trust fund agreement is & 1eal
breakthrough, and interestingly it is onz in which the local public played no les
excepd 1o be concerned hefore and to cheer alter il was signed.

The likely importance of contnung local public invalvement o effective LTS 15
introcuced in the sidehar on page 91 concerming public participation T appland those
comments, but would go larther. T think some sort of cifizen stewardship hoard will
be needed at the widely contaminated sites  Suceessfil organization of such boards
will be difficull, and some encouragement by the federal government may be required.
Local movernments could combine to provide such informal oversight, but my own
exlensive expenende as & county legislator suggests that long term probiems rarcly
pet Lhe altention of local political leaders They are usually husy paving roads,
up::mljngjajls, and hiring school teachers, a1l on a tight annual schedule. Cften, some
cilizen proup mist activate fhe elected leaders Alzo, local governments are under
hesvy pressuze o overprionize economic development elforts.

1 am pleased that the Matural Resourees Delense Counel lawsul seilement has led to
a useful averview of DOE's stewardship needs.

Regurds,

Foberl Peelle

ce. Clak Fidge Stewardship Commilles

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.4 — See response to Comment 3.3.

3.5 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.2 of the Study. The text in Exhibit
8-3 was modified to note this point.

3.6 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study. Existing laws and
regulations, especially the CERCLA process that is used for many site cleanups, require public involvement in
the activities and decisions that lead to the selection of a remedy (ROD), including the technical and economic
feasibility of cleanup to unrestricted use. However, these laws and regulations do not clearly articulate the role
of public involvement in the activities and decisions that follow the ROD. At the same time, the Department
recognizes that the ultimate success of long-term stewardship depends on the active involvement of the
affected parties, including local governments and Tribes. It is important for all parties to develop a workable
approach for meaningful public involvement in the decisions that affect and manage long-term stewardship
activities. The Study identifies this as an additional key challenge associated with long-term stewardship. The
Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified public involvement as one of the most
important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive
Steering Committee. This issue includes how DOE should balance the need to involve the public in maintaining
controls (e.g., institutional controls such as water use restrictions) with competing needs such as classified
information or activities, particularly at sites with ongoing national security missions. The Department's Long-
term Stewardship Working Group also has identified the issue of under what circumstances DOE should
consider funding of external parties as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
Executive Steering Committee. Although the general issue of public involvement has been identified to the
Executive Steering Committee, specifics of implementation (e.g., what external organizations should be
involved, what should be provided by DOE, what mechanisms for public involvement should be used) have not
been discussed and may be determined on a site-specific basis. We intend for the public participation process
to allow for meaningful Tribal and public involvement.
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Mr. Btoven Livingstons
Project Manager

14 Department of Eacrgy
PO Box £5074%

Washington, [nC, MHI26-507%

Dear M. Livingstons:

Thaenk youe for providing the egponanity to comment on the Department of Enenry's Dmafl Lomg-
Term Slewprdship Sludy. From our perspective, long-teom stewardship at the Hanford Site iz n
very important and challengng 1ssue, The fremeveerk sel oul in the Draft Swody will cortainky
play a significant role in determining how LSO, the Stale of Wistinglon, Indian tribos, kecal
goverimciis ad other stakcholders approach that challenge

Your depariment s lesdership m wldnesang long-term stewardship at Larpe contaminated sites
will alsn affest hiw nther agencies, regulalors and respongilile partics approach management of
residusl hnzards a1l serass the country. In the enclosed comments, you will find us frequently
wrging a broader perspective than the imward-focesed tome n the drall Study, Plese do not take
that to mean that USDOE"s work and leadership are not cribical. Indeel they ane, and we
sirongly encousage the Deparment to canry on thiz work and to become oo advocate wathin the
bryauer federal Gamily.

We trust the coclosed comments will be helpfil 1o you as you fimadiee the Study docwncat, and
a5 you dovelop a path forward for USDOE's long-temm stewardship efforts, 15 you hive
apuesiiemes rewanding Uhess comments, please contact Wax Power, in our Nuclear Waste Program,
at FAT-T118,

Simecre

Tewn Filzaimmiis
Iracior



Diraft Comments on
1EDOE's
Long-Term Slewardsip Study Draft

GENERAL COMMENTS

# The drall Stusby brings togetler many complex issues In A single overview msl in
generally resdoble amud ofien camelid prose. There are however points at which the
“burcancratese * obscures the messige.

¥ The druft Sty milubes @ number of uselel compendia of kegal and regulalory
citations, summarics of specific concepls, examples and ether material. This will
matkee 11 3 uselel desk referonce; however, that also sugzests thal perioclic wpdates
woukl be in onder Ly rmamlain is wselulness.

¥ In spite of some good discussion, especially in Chigler 3, Lhe draft Study widerstates
the dlegree b which the costs and uncertaintics of long-term stewandship shuould dnve
toward cleamup to unresincled we wherever sach cleamup is feasible. The
multiplication of contaminuted sl siles, m particulas, requiring long-tonm
stewardzhip is likely to lead to both confisston amd difTusion of resourees, focus and
effiort. Ciiven the complexitics of long-term stewardship, as revealed i the study, it
should be focused on these are--e.g. waste disposal units and major groumbwites
contaniinant phumes--whers such schivibies wre significant and concentrated.

¥ A major misang conponent is how DOE should integrate manigement of DOE lands
with Jomg-term stewsmiship of aljacent faderal o state lands. Two examples:

+  This should clearly be comeacered in Mevada where the Nellis Range is
immediately adjacent o the Nevid Test Site,

+ At Hanford, there have besn proposals o link ap the DoD-controlled Yakima
Training Center with the nearby |lanford Sate o crcate a continuous habitat for
the embangered sape prouse.

I other womds, (s docusment has mrissed the sottonal perspective on ecosysiem

management.

¥ Reoopmizing thil this is 2 DOE roport, dealing with DOE"s responsibilifies, il is ol
reasonable to expest that DOE is, wall he, o should be the principal acter in assuring
that the necessary work of stewardship et done. This will he addressed i specific
commenls helow—hut just one cxample here: Why should or would one scume Ut
DOE will be the ageney best suited to make sure stewards (DOE or others) are wware
of ncw technologics to reduce cost, speed allenetion of contamination, of mors
silectively close ofl patlways?

A iin other sifuations our state has experienced, DU s over-emphasis on 118
respomsibilily amd suthority under its intornal regulations smd orders may well hecome

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.1 — The Department appreciates this comment. Thank you.

4.2 — This comment is acknowledged in a text box in Section 4.1 of the Study. Updates to the Study for the
suggested purpose would have little added value because most of this information is available at EPA and DOE
(EM, EH) websites, including the Long-term Stewardship Information Center Website
(http//Its.apps.em.doe.gov).

4.3 — The decision to clean up to unrestricted use, or to meet other specific land use requirements, is made on
a site-specific basis with input from regulators, stakeholders, and the public. It is both DOE and EPA policy that
cleanup remedies should be consistent with the intended future use of the affected areas. Chapter 2 of the
Study includes a new text box that provides a more formal statement on the scope of long-term stewardship
and why it is required (i.e., the inability to achieve unrestricted use and the nature of residual hazards). The
goal of long-term stewardship is to ensure continued protection of human health and the environment consistent
with applicable requirements. The Department recognizes the many issues and public concerns associated
with the uncertainties with planning for, documenting, and funding long-term stewardship throughout the Study
and acknowledges this comment by including it in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study.

4.4 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 2.1 of the Study. The Department
notes that the definition of long-term stewardship used in the Study is that which is stated explicitly in the
Settlement Agreement. The Department agrees that long-term stewardship at some sites may include activities
such as resource management and discusses these concepts, for example, in a new text box in Chapter 2 and
in Section 9.1 of the Study. The Department also agrees that coordinated management of resources on
adjacent federal and non-federal lands may be appropriate at some sites and has modified the text in Sections
6.1.3 and 9.1 of the Study to note that point. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently
identified the issue of whether the scope of long-term stewardship includes only compliance activities or also
includes other activities associated with the management of DOE lands as one of the most important issues that
should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee.

4.5 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.2 of Study. The Study has
included examples of successful efforts to assist individual sites in establishing these partnerships. Developing
partnerships, however, is both difficult and time-consuming, and it may be years before partnerships function
smoothly. Potential options for managing long-term stewardship include a centralized agency to steward
Federal sites. However, a detailed discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of such a centralized
agency is beyond the scope of the Study, which is required to focus on DOE sites.




a harmier in the kindl of perinership discossed at various places thoaghout the drafl
Study.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

4.6 — The Department agrees that site-specific long-term stewardship planning and decision documents should
clearly identify problems, remedial objectives, and long-term stewardship implications to the extent feasible.

See. 3.1,]1 1':1 The hr11|1.wn|r_|.!,.-,.1.|1|=1:!=1|l 15 "wml:"ﬂ-pt_lmm' The m?d} . Section 3.2 of the Study has been revised to emphasize this point. The Department acknowledges this
sclection process esseatially determines haw any residual hazards at a site will be 4.6 comment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study. Chapter 4 of the Study discusses DOE's current policy
mianapcd for the long tenm and thos establishes mmplwil or u:qllll‘:at inl:g—tcm requiring sites to conduct long-term stewardship planning.
sbewanilship requinecins.”

As a practical matter, many remesly sebection docisions (s roted in the following
scetion) come much too earty to huve much spec he contert about long-teom
mamagement of residaa] hazards, At most, the remedy selecium may nclude 2
concepl (2. bl use contrel, or type of cover) without specific reguirements
about whi will monitor, how, and with what frequency. Lacking such specifics,
eosts canot be accurately calculated, nor s there adriver e technology
develogicot specifically simed at reducing costs, rsks el unecraintics,

Ser. 4.1,p. 28 The Del) requircment for an mv?mmmalbilsﬂlw ””n"fy shauld 4.7 — As noted in Section 4.2.2 of the Study, site-specific long-term stewardship plans are required by law for
he generally supparied, niot unly for any arca being transferred. bat also for any uranium mill tailings sites and must be approved by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The Department also
area dezmed “cleaned up o the specifiad end state™ that will go inte long-term requests the development of a site-specific long-term stewardship plan before accepting long-term stewardship
stewardship. Established stamdands are rmparlan, bud 50 4 some mechanizm for 47 responsibilities for any site. As the EM mission at a site is completed, current plans call for the EM program

imdeprendent seientific and poblic review, The swlcomecomments (o such 2
Teview can heconse part of the accessible record, Thit, im b, wold provede 2
Tsis for some penadic audil or review of the cffcctiveness, scouracy and
relevance of the basshine sludwes.

and the site landlord (if different from EM) to develop a long-term stewardship baseline for each site. The
baseline will describe the scope of applicable long-term stewardship requirements, the technical activities and
the projected schedule to meet these requirements, and expected costs. The Department acknowledges these
comments in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Final Study and will consider the recommendations they provide in
developing the guidance that will specify the format and content for site-specific long-term stewardship plans.

Qe 422, . 33 T bullets om this page appear b be confusing, “Flanning for

sabe ol sitciend state™ appears 1o imply end stutes will be sold. The meaning of 4.8 4.8 — These bullets have been revised to reflect this comment.

“recunids dispesition plans for contaminated, electronic, mansuramic wasle, and
el fedd reconds” 15 very hasd to decipher.

foe. 423, p. 34 The sugpestion that “stile grvemmenls M2y 258000 2 Mo
promincat soele in managing long-term stewardship miftrmation ad i promosting
edducation and Lraining 1o engure the continaity of long-term stewaniship acrss

multiple generations” 15 minguing. Some suggestions 23 to specific kinds of 4.9

- 2 ! 4.9 — Examples have been provided in response to this comment.
activitics would be helpfial, It appears thad siale mvelvemeat in school curricula,

training local land use planners under stale growih-mansgement [aws, higher
eluction, and sustsining historical societies'museums offer some pussible
avennes 1o implernent this suggestion.

Sec. 4.24,p 30 Tt is niot clear whedher the mtent ol the paragraph beginaing “The
manomily of the EM program®s. . " 15 f0 increase emphasis on lechnoky

4.10

4.10 — The text has been altered to reflect this comment.

development and deployment e reduce the nwmber of stes needing long-term

stewardship, to increass imvestment m lechnologies that make long-term
stewarclship leas costly, or both. It may be worth makmy, explicil bere te



importance of having enhanced tchnology for long-term monitorng wvai lzhle m
the wery near term, 5o that it can be dephoyed at the greatest number of sites
aluring renvediation.

Sec. 4.24,p.37 The phrase “For (e sanse reason”, &t the beginning of the
penuliimate scnicnce on this paps, doesn’l seem lo connect te what gocs before,
Iiving sl Uhiat, lowewe, we strongly support (he nessd for mereased investiment
in information mamagerment “loclislogy™—if this nchwdes “sofl™ sciences, ke
anthropology, peycholemy anid souoligy.

Ser. 4.3,p. 3 “The Department may wish to consider the possibilily Uhat boig-
term stewardship respomsihility cowld be assigned to another agency o parly
altogetler for those at beast some of the 21 siles where DOE will have continuing

TSI

See 5.2, p0 M Une of the study™s most important findings may be that thers 15
esscntially 1o ongoing monitoring ind research b understand degradation of sub-
surface barries, [7 truc, that raises the question: Whal valulales the assumptions
ysed n Perfirmance Asscssiments and Composite Analyses?

Soe 5.3, p 47 Layering of msilution:] contrels must include maltiple oversight
or eniforeement mechanisms. Accouniabilily lo parbes othcr than the stowands
nesds by be cleas, Tdeally, partics with divergent mterests will all have 2 tanginls
stake in exercimng some kind of oversight. For instance, adjoiming properly
awmers, wildlife or resource mamagernent ageicics, local povenments smd Indiin
tribca all might have assigned rights und roles.

Sec. 54, p. 51 Clesarly the steward must have the capabilitiss L moblive o
respond bedh 1o Fuleres and o long-term changes in both values and =ie
conditions. Apain, however, there must be some sccountability. It is not clear
that DOE (or another agency in the role of sleward) showld itsclf determine when
actiom i= warranted for the reasons listed at the top of p. 51, For exanple, 2
regulatory ugeney thal chinges standards in order to protect public healih md the
civironment, based on new scienli e knowledge, should have some ability to
dbermand & response from the steward,

See.54.2,p 52 While envirommental nestoration, per s2, is young, efforts to block
“pathways"” into (or out of) undesgronuned siruclures, and to maintain stoctures, are
very eld and well studied. DOE and other ngencies mvalvesd m stewardship
would de well b invest more time and resources in studyving haslory of
cogineering and archealogy.

Sec. 6.0, p. 56 W heardily concur with the statement that “In praciice, i has been
difficult to cover the entire hit-cycle within a singls planning activity such os
pregraration of an Environmental Impact Statement.” 1 s equally fnoc that it is
difficull o plam for the whols lifc-cyele of an activity or project rom the

4.1

4.12

4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

4.17

4.11 — The phrase has been changed to: "On the other hand" to reflect this comment.

4.12 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 6.2 of the Study. The Department
recognizes that long-term stewardship responsibility eventually may be vested in any number of federal or non-
federal entities. The Department will address these issues during site-specific long-term stewardship planning
processes. The Department has added language to Section 6.2 of the Study to address some of the potential
complications associated with a transfer of LTS responsibility to other federal agencies. Note also that current
DOE policy is that the landlord organization will take responsibility for long-term stewardship at these 21 sites
(see Exhibit 4-2 of the Study).

4.13 — The Department acknowledges these comments in a text box in Section 4.2.4 of the Final Study. As
noted in Section 4.2.4 of the Final Study, the Department's process for developing and implementing new
science and technology includes developing a long-term stewardship science and technology roadmap that will
(1) identify science and technology needs; (2) identify existing capabilities to meet these needs both within and
external to DOE; (3) determine research and development priorities; and (4) direct specific efforts to meet these
needs. The Department agrees that research into a number of key areas is needed, including the long-term
effectiveness and reliability of engineered and institutional controls; surveillance and monitoring; and information
management. Advances in science and technology may provide future generations with the ability to cost-
effectively achieve unrestricted use at some sites. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group
recently identified the policy issue as to whether the ultimate goal of new science and technology should be to
improve the ability to maintain the existing end state (i.e., the end state established during cleanup) or should
be to "improve" the end state more closely toward unrestricted use as one of the most important issues that
should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. In
addition, the Department anticipates that required long-term stewardship activities will include appropriate
surveillance and monitoring to assure the continued effectiveness of engineered controls. The reference in
question was included to note some of the technical challenges associated with long-term stewardship.

4.14 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 5.3 of the Study. The Department believes that
Section 5.3 of the Study appropriately discusses the difficulties and challenges associated with ensuring the
long-term maintenance of institutional controls, including roles and responsibilities for enforcement. The
determination of the type of institutional controls and enforcement of these controls (e.g., by DOE or external
parties) will be determined on a site-specific basis as part of remedy selection and long-term stewardship
planning and may change over time.

|4.15 — See response to Comment 4.14.

4.16 — The Department acknowledges these comments in a text box in Section 4.2.4 of the Final Study. As
noted in Section 4.2.4 of the Final Study, the Department's process for developing and implementing new
science and technology includes developing a long-term stewardship science and technology roadmap that will
(1) identify science and technology needs; (2) identify existing capabilities to meet these needs both within and
external to DOE; (3) determine research and development priorities; and (4) direct specific efforts to meet these
needs. The Department agrees that research into a number of key areas is needed, including the long-term
effectiveness and reliability of engineered and institutional controls; surveillance and monitoring; and information
management. Advances in science and technology may provide future generations with the ability to cost-
effectively achieve unrestricted use at some sites. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group
recently identified the policy issue as to whether the ultimate goal of new science and technology should be to
improve the ability to maintain the existing end state (i.e., the end state established during cleanup) or should
be to "improve" the end state more closely toward unrestricted use as one of the most important issues that
should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee.

4.17 — See response to Comment 4.7.




Sew b1 6l

Sec. 6.2, pp. 6l-2

Sec, 6.3, p. 08

See. .1, pp. Ti-1

vicwpoint of the project”s proponent. Unforonately, what bas happened is that
DOE hias therefore layered multiple planming systerms and reviews, but ooly
sume  gencrally the cavironmertal impact stotement process (which s weak, as
stated abowe) s open 1o externil gt and reconciliation of multipls values.
This may be the point that the first full paragragh on p. 38 secks to make in
iliscussing supplemental NEPA analysis. However, there may be mone elfeetive
ways b ged e needed pesspoctive built into DOE's multipls plannimg; liyver--e.g.
Project Bassline Surmmarnes.

The bast sertencs in the last paragraph of ths section, at the top of
p. 60, ts one of the drall’s unfortunste lapses into bareaucratic mumbss-umbo,
What docs “identifying Jong-lerm stewandship as 2 pesfonmance measurs in the
Facility disposition process™ really mean m terms ol whal someone will actually
!

Section 6.2 nesds 1o address the resinctions tat other agencics
iy have on acecpting formerly/residually contammaled real estate, and the steps
{4, Inter-Agency Agrecmcnts, Excoutive Order) that wonld e necessary 1o
overcome Those agencies ohjecions & policics.

Seetion 6.2 also neads to include o sirong stdement that TOE is not an
apprupriate lasd management {resource management ) agency For noa-migsion
sxsenlial lind. 1 shoubd mcation state land management agenciss as polsnid
TECipients.

Civven the cealogical sipnificance (and size) of many DO reservations (including
et st biemiteed by Hanford, TNEEL, Oak Ridpe, Savarmah River) this sectiom
should exphcitly recogmiee the profercnes by some stakeholders (and zome
Law/policy, .., the Endanyered Species Act) fof binlogical and habitat
preacrvation in land transfer decisions.

We agree with the threc issucs raised with regard (o enforcement
of institutional contmols on trmeslemed propertics. However, it is nod clear that
DOE should be the primary snforcer of accountambily {wnless reversionary
mevhanisnis are used, or surrounding property remaing n DOE uses). DOFE may
b ome among several eversight agents &t this point, and perhaps primary
oversight responsibility should rest w am agmcy whese primary mission is
stewardship.

We pgree wilh the foar inajor infonnation management aspscts
identified. Again, thase must be resolved for DOE sites, but DOE cannot resolve
thern without 2 penwine partnership with ather federal agencies, state, local and
trital governments, amd imndivicduals and institetions surmonnding the sites,

4.18

4.19

4.20

4.21

4.22

4.18 — The sentence now reads: "In addition, LCAM needs to be revised to include needs of long-term
stewardship as they are determined in DOE policy," where LCAM refers to DOE Order 430.1A (Life-Cycle Asset
Management).

4.19 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 6.2 of the Study. The Department
recognizes that long-term stewardship responsibility eventually may be vested in any number of federal or non-
federal entities. The Department will address these issues during site-specific long-term stewardship planning
processes. The Department has added language to Section 6.2 of the Study to address some of the potential

complications associated with a transfer of LTS responsibility to other federal agencies.

4.20 - The issue of whether DOE is an appropriate land management agency for non-mission essential land is
beyond the scope of the Study. Section 6.2 of the Study notes explicitly that uncontaminated property may be
"set aside" to protect valued natural resources or cultural resources; however such decisions will be site-
specific.

4.21 — Where DOE has an easement or lesser interest in the property, by regulation and law it must enforce its
rights. However, there may be site transfer situations where DOE may not be the most effective enforcer of
institutional controls at a site, but the Department has not identified these situations. With respect to the issue
of a single federal agency responsible for long-term stewardship, the Department's Long-term Stewardship
Working Group has recommended to the senior management Executive Steering Committee that DOE should
undertake to interact with other federal agencies to develop a consensus approach to long-term stewardship
across the federal government.

4.22 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 7.2 of the Study. The Department has begun a
process to more clearly identify and develop a consensus on long-term stewardship information needs and
develop guidance for long-term stewardship information and records management. Some information
management guidance will be included in the guidance for site-specific long-term stewardship plans currently
under development by the Department. This comment will be considered in these efforts.




Sec. 7.2, p. 73

fee TE p T4

Ser, T3 pp 774

Sec. B2, p. &3

Wowher: is the above more evident than m the Gk of sctiing
erileri ahoul whid infermation to keep. Two examples may help clan iy the
point, In the esrly decades of Hanford operations, scicntists realized it wos
important to sample fish in the Columbia River o measune uptake of
rabionuelides. Bui, as they assumed salmonoids lefh the ver as juveniles and
Tedumesd {0 spawn years laler without cating, they alse assumed it wasn't worth
sampling sulmon, There wis ne avareness of the importanes of salmon to the
Columbia Basin's indigenous peaple, nor sven of the possibility of uptake around
the rrath of the River. Tn 1986, the draft Hanford Defense Waste Envirommental
Impict Statemenl harely mentioned chemical contamination at the site, focusmyg
almost entirely on radioaclive elements. Awareness of issocs sumounding
chemical conmtamination had barcly bepen within DO world. Establishing such
criterie st he o very open public and stakeholder process.

Az mentioned obove (e 4.1, p. 28, the concept of elear
infurmation basclines at “closure™ of cleanup is importanl. Independent review
e vahdatson, and & public comment process, should be meorporated. This then
becomes the prt o he infrmation base that is unchanging. [t can be muluply
located and accessible, 1 must mclude clear instructions about whers and how to
gct subsequent informasion abaut mumionng, changing conditions, cte.

The meed (o instinutionalize infonmation mamagement, and ihe
tradenffs hetween decentreliced and coentralized structures are well, if briefly
drawn. Two zspects nead more atienion. s, redundancy is more important
than ceisistency. If the bascline information 5 farly wmform-—and includes
puhlic review coments—it can be widely distributed snd avalable. MNod all
repositones will gel updates, though the cffort should be mads and the basslines
should all hive ot leas) one adentiled pathway to 2od to updates. On balance,
however, redundant but discrepemt mformation is betler than s infonmation.

Second, melividuals and institutions need to have incentives to maintan, make
available and'or demamd Lthe information. Co-location with museums or visitor
oonters, requirements poverning fitle searches, inclusion in selool curriculz—the
[st i lomg and diverse. But some of these mechanisms need (o be used
comscinusly Lo create and sustaiih an ineetive stacture.

e might consides, as a subsel, how fo rely on Mative American coliwral norms
supporting eral transmizsion of knowledpe,

Soo. 8.0, pp. 824 The description of the varous lechnigues of catimating long-term

stewandzhip costs does not explicitly address whal 15 being tome o what might be
I:]I:ll'l: 4] relicy IIIIL"‘.‘I'L&!‘TI[_'(.

Tt might be helpful to distinguish the two wenk fed necds for
fumching muore clearly. Operativao! funding for monitoring, maintenamee,

4.23

4.24

4.25

4.26

4.27

4.23 — See response to Comment 4.22.

4.24 — See response to Comment 4.22.

4.25 — See response to Comment 4.22.

4.26 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.1 of the Study. The Department
agrees that more information is needed on the scope of future long-term stewardship activities and better life-
cycle cost estimates are needed. The Study incorporates the cost estimates from the Report to Congress on
Long-term Stewardship and discusses the basis for these estimates. Accurate cost estimates are critical for
long-term stewardship, particularly for ensuring accountability for the technical scope of the program. The
Report to Congress on Long-term Stewardship is only the first step in developing the necessary cost figures.
The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified funding of long-term stewardship
as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term
Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. Specific funding issues identified by the Working Group included
difficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the future because there is no consistent
procedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for and reported among DOE sites. This
comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee for their consideration. Note also that Section
8.1 of the Study discusses some of these efforts.

4.27 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.2 of the Study. The Draft Study
may not have adequately distinguished between operational and contingency funding. Chapter 8 of the Study
has been modified to discuss this distinction. Some of the cost estimates in the Report to Congress on Long-
term Stewardship include contingency funding; others do not.




Sec 82, p B8

See, B3, pp. 90-1

Ser. 0 p ™

See. 1012, p. LOB

See, MLE, p. 108

infurmation management and pesiodic reviews of remedies might be handled onc
way, o withim ane kind of budget or fund. Conmirgency finding o cover
emergent failures or umfiresesn problems might be handled as a sk pool, funded
by periodic asscssments or appropriations. The Price-Amderson struetane might
e i slartiig point.

The two notions al the top ol the page share a common idea: Give
the steward an incentive to mannge the sile well (1e. lo prevent spe cad of
gomlaminadion) by including income-producing resources, which, m lum, supgion
stewardshop. 1 nol clear that DDOE is well suited to this role, but other agencies
and non-profit entities (&g recreation distrcts) may be.

The stmdy shielel abso explore whether Nuclear Regulatory Commission {and
Aprecment State) regulations on Gnancial responsibility may be applicable or
relevant and appropriste requirements (AR ARs) under CERCLA. Although
fiecleeral Facilitics would typically be exempt from trust fumd ohligations under
those rewulalions, the faneia] requirements under these regulations mighi
provide a creative palh lowanls creating & trust fund,

W would note that the stafe of Washinglon maintaiis both
Perpetual Care aind Maintenance and Closure trust fumeds fur the LSFoology low-
leve] waste deposal Fusility located en the Hanford site. These funds ame bialt
from per-cubic-foot disposal fees. DOE should explore state-maintained finds
more thoroughly. They may be a particularly altractive option if & national risk
ponl 1% created o cover cxtraordinary failures or unforesesn evenls,

We agree wilh the point that DOE should avoid additional natural
resource damages in selecting slewardship activities. However, this notion should
be cxpanded. Avoidance of future dimages 15 anulher reason 1o favor cleanap to
unrestricted wse in the near term. We support the suggestion thal stewardship can
he dome in wazys Uiat positively cnhanee resource values.,

Chapter 10 gmznerally 35 critical to evelution of good policy and
iniplementation for long-term stewardship, The separations suggested in this sul-
seciion mesd themugh discwssion with a wide range of partiss and slakeholders,
and with the msights of many dsciplines. Our initial bias is that separsting the
functions alang the lines suggested is desitahle for long-ienm sueccss. As
inficated throughout these comments, there must alse be vigomus discession
ghout the extent i which DOE takes responsibility for any one of thess funciuns.

The principles of “molling stewanishp” constitute good advice, but
should ol e tzken 1o extremes or out of context. Adding a third principle might
help counteract that tendency: In mimaging hazards for the near- to mid-term,
freclose as fow options as possible for future decisions. For example, Hanford
stikehodders recommended disposing of the low-activity fraction of Hanfomd tank

4.27

4.28

4.29

4.30

4.31

4.32

4.33

4.27 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.2 of the Study. The Draft Study
may not have adequately distinguished between operational and contingency funding. Chapter 8 of the Study
has been modified to discuss this distinction. Some of the cost estimates in the Report to Congress on Long-
term Stewardship include contingency funding; others do not.

|4.28 — See response to Comment 4.5.

4.29 — The Department acknowledges these comments in a text box in Section 4.1 of the Final Study. The
specific mechanisms available for oversight and enforcement of long-term stewardship vary according to the
applicable regulatory regime(s) and state laws on a site-specific basis. The Department has not developed a
policy on potential alternative regulatory regimes at specific sites. These comments will be provided to the
senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee for their consideration.

4.30 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.2 of the Study. As noted in
Section 8.2 of the Study, developing an alternative funding mechanism will require additional study and
eventually Congressional action. Section 8.2 of the Study also provides a summary of the recent study of Trust
Funds by Resources for the Future. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently
identified funding of long-term stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. Specific funding issues identified
by the Working Group included: (1) difficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the future
because there is no consistent procedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for and
reported among DOE sites; (2) whether the annual appropriations process is the most effective mechanism for
funding long-term stewardship activities that may be needed for decades or centuries; and (3) circumstances
under which DOE should consider funding external parties (e.g., local governments) to conduct long-term
stewardship activities or oversight. This comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee for
their consideration.

4.31 — This comment is acknowledged in a text box in Section 9.1 of the Study. The definition of "affected
parties" in Chapter 1 of the Study was broadened to include regional concerns. Section 4.1 and Chapter 9 of
the Study acknowledge the special government-to-government relationship between the federal government
and Tribal governments. Chapter 9 of the Study also acknowledges the importance of ensuring that the federal
Indian Trust Responsibilities and federal treaty obligations are met.

4.32 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Final Study. The
Department’s Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified the need for a corporate vision for long-
term stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management
Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. The corporate vision includes the appropriate
organizational structure for long-term stewardship within the Department. The Department also recognizes that
it is important to define long-term stewardship roles and responsibilities both within DOE and between DOE and
other entities, including other federal agencies, states, Tribes, and regional governments. The Executive
Steering Committee is developing a Strategic Plan for long-term stewardship; part of that effort will include
identifying roles and responsibilities within DOE. The Department also notes that long-term stewardship as an
issue is broader than DOE sites. For example, states and local governments already have long-term
stewardship responsibilities at municipal landfills, and states may have long-term stewardship responsibility for
some “Superfund lead” sites on the CERCLA NPL. Implementation of long-term stewardship across this broad
spectrum of sites will require states to develop their own, independent capability to provide long-term
stewardship.

|4.33 — A new principle has been added in response to this comment.




wasles in & form that would be retrievable and moveable in the filung, raiber than
in huge concrete moneliths whiese peefermanes was at best uncartaim,

Sec. 10022, p 111 Technology development and deployment in suppart of long-tem
stewardship are very ingportant. One of the draft Report's (and (he earlier From
Cleanup to Stewardship 's) majpr coniributions is the concept evelical re-

cvaluation in light of new technolyy anid scientalic keowlodge, However, it
1d b 'il?:;".ct lace this b J"‘-"'rl loiry develonment and deployment glc in 4.34 4.34 — The Department agrees that the EM program, or DOE itself, will not be the only source of new science
WAL DE 3, 2 plact LY Al ' Pty : and technology for LTS. The language in Section 4.2.4 of the Study has been modified to reflect this. The

DO for b resons. - First, DD]'.:' has other missions, and the LM missin 'f‘"itl Department acknowledges this comments in a text box in Section 4.2.4 of the Study.
decline in relitive importance s its shae of the overall ageney budget dechines.

Seccond, other foderal agencies, Indian Inibes, stale agencies, local govemments
ancl privade entitics all will have stewardship responsibalites relating bo many
contarminaies siles. They, along with DOE, should be sdvocates for and chents of
& centralized program

Appendix A, page A1 The first sentenec i blatantly incorrect: “Pror in 1995, 435
Comgress and the public assemed et DOE generally was cleaningg up its sties L ’

4.35 — Appendix A has been changed to reflect this comment.

levels appropriate for unresincied wse.”

I e, DOVE lead already completed cleanup b & number of il wrmiom il
Gilimas siles, bad preparcd Long Term Surveiliance & Maantenance {1T58&M)
plans for those siles, aml wies reeeiving congressionally-approved funding for the
DOE Grand Junction site fo perform LTS&MLTS. This report is “reliventing
the wheel” becauss it has ignared DOTs achu operating history for post-closure
LIMTRA sites, and has ignored the copious congrassionully-fumded reserch that
was dome cirean 1978 T4YRE,
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(DOE) sites. Many ANA member organizations were plaintiffs to the
bl Fuahcomuanr Sy lawsuit settlement requiring this Study on Long-term Stewardship

Mazibug, OH (LTS}, 30 ANA has a special intezest in it We want to ensure 1t his
ey et Study is a first step in an ferative, open, public process of LTS 5.1
P C planning for the DOE weapons complex.
i vy
i s e We recognize and commensd the efforl thal went into this Study and
K [ B4l note that in addition 1o this Study, the Office of Long-term
Ok il Ereenserl Stewardship has also worked on other aspects of LTS information [ 5.2
T Fidge, TH gathering and sharing to lay the foundation for policy devekspment m
bkl oy g this ares. We hope that this foundational work will be preserved and
Purdandl, T bwailt. e dirimg the next administration. For cxample, we hope thal
E;E sl el the excellent LT3 web site will be maintsined. Moreover, we think
. that preserving eme Office of LTS at DOE headquarters with the 53
Pbarele. & authority to coordinase LTS activities woubd be helpful in furthering
Phpici s Sackd Rapariley coherent, credible and cost effective LTS planning and policies
Wubngee. [H
EE“;E?W-T The LTS Office has also becn working on o Feport to Congress an

) Long-term Slewardship a3 required by the FY 2000 National Defense
e Authorization Act (NDAA). Although Conpress required the Report
et by Oxctober 1, 2008), the Report is still not completed, Tt is unfortunate
o e e that this Cangress thet requested the Repart will not b able o review
Sopiren e ot it. This MIAA Report is another essential pieee of work that provides
Fr—_ mave site-specific information. 'We strongly urge that Department
STANTHof formrile proapily complata ita work on this Report and release it so that bath
limaTh the Report and Study together (the PEIS Sudy and the NDAA Repor) | 54
Fln (e are gvailable to inform Congress, as well 2s the next administration,
Wara, S g Veasdasn sizkeholders and interested members of the public.
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5.1 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study. The Department
recognizes that the ultimate success of long-term stewardship depends on the active involvement of the
affected parties, including local governments and Tribes. It is important for all parties to develop a workable
approach for meaningful public involvement in the decisions that affect and manage long-term stewardship
activities. The Study identifies this as an additional key challenge associated with long-term stewardship. The
Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified public involvement as one of the most
important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive
Steering Committee. This issue includes how DOE should balance the need to involve the public in maintaining
controls (e.g., institutional controls such as water use restrictions) with competing needs such as classified
information or activities, particularly at sites with ongoing national security missions. The Department's Long-
term Stewardship Working Group also has identified the issue of under what circumstances DOE should
consider funding of external parties as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
Executive Steering Committee. Although the general issue of public involvement has been identified to the
Executive Steering Committee, specifics of implementation (e.g., what external organizations should be
involved, what should be provided by DOE, what mechanisms for public involvement should be used) have not
been discussed and may be determined on a site-specific basis.

5.2 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 7.2 of the Study. The Department has begun a
process to more clearly identify and develop a consensus on long-term stewardship information needs and
develop guidance for long-term stewardship information and records management. Some information
management guidance will be included in the guidance for site-specific long-term stewardship plans currently
under development by the Department. This comment will be considered in these efforts. The Department
continues to maintain the long-term stewardship web site.

5.3 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Study. The Department's
Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified the need for a corporate vision for long-term
stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-
term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. The corporate vision includes the appropriate organizational
structure for long-term stewardship within the Department. The Department also recognizes that it is important
to define long-term stewardship roles and responsibilities both within DOE and between DOE and other entities,
including other federal agencies, states, Tribes, and regional governments. The Executive Steering Committee
is developing a Strategic Plan for long-term stewardship; part of that effort will include identifying roles and
responsibilities within DOE. The Department also notes that long-term stewardship as an issue is broader than
DOE sites. For example, states and local governments already have long-term stewardship responsibilities at
municipal landfills, and states may have long-term stewardship responsibility for some "Superfund lead" sites on
the CERCLA NPL. Implementation of long-term stewardship across this broad spectrum of sites will require
states to develop their own, independent capability to provide long-term stewardship.

5.4 — The Department issued the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) Report, entitled A Report to
Congress on Long-term Stewardship, in January 2001 (DOE/EM-0563). The Report to Congress and the Study
were prepared as separate documents because the required scope for each was different. The primary focus of|
the Report to Congress was site-specific requirements; the primary focus of the Study was common national
issues. Nonetheless, the two reports are complementary to one another, and the public is encouraged to read
both documents. The Report to Congress can be useful for certain common long-term stewardship analyses,
such as evaluating long-term stewardship needs. Similarly, the Department has added a text box to Chapter 2
of the Study providing an overview of the overall scope of DOE's long-term stewardship responsibilities. The
cost estimates from the Report to Congress have been incorporated into Section 8.1 of the Study. They were
not in the Draft Study because the cost information in the Report to Congress was not final prior to publication
of the Draft Study. The Department anticipates that life-cycle cost estimates will improve over time as DOE
moves forward with planning and implementing long-term stewardship. For the Report to Congress, each site
was strongly encouraged to work with local stakeholders during the preparation of site-specific cost estimates.
The Study is not the appropriate document to respond to specific comments on the Report to Congress or on
the public comment process used to develop the Report. The Department encourages members of the public to
comment on their respective site's cost estimate through established public involvement mechanisms at each
site.




As DOE moves forward with the next stepe of LTS policy planning and development, it 1 off
paremount importance that the public and stakeholders be engaged and involved in dectsions
from the very beginamg, DOE must alse maks 8 long-term commitment to provide opportunitics
for meaningful public participation in future cleanup and stewardship decisions. This means
prbrviding information, 2t discussed in the Study, but also providing for regular meetings and
Tearings with stakeholders. The Study notes the importance of working with other federal
apencies, states, Tribal povernments and local governments, and we wish to emphasize that in
menbers of the public in aiTected communities nesd to be present at the decision-making tables
aswell. Building strong bacal public invalvement is possibly the mosl essential element of
ensuring survivability and sustainability of LTS. People need to know what happened at these
sites — what materiale were hardled, what eontamination levels exist, what health risks exist, ete.
and they need to know that they share responsibility for protecting their communities with a s0y
in sefting cleanup standards, choosing remediation and monitoring technologies, and establishing
Zoning restrictions ele,

ANA believes that the primary purpose of LTS should be to protect human health. Centainly, this

tiwst be & primary reason why DOE currently spends so much effort and attention e cleanup.

With this focus in mind, we supgest the following:

) Information provided to the public, incheding databases, fact sheets ete. should also
meluds information about possible disexsa outeames related t confaminalion and heglih

rigks;

) Physicians and public health providers should be specifically targeted with this

3y With full public participation, health monitoring plans should be developed in appropriate
conmunilies,

4} The DOE LTS Office should work with the DOE Office of Environment, Safety and
Ilzalth and other federal, state, Tribal and local health sgencies to develop 2 public health
LTS plan at each site.

Ewen with the Best reduridant and robust LTS plans, we know that there will be filures. Some of
thesa failures may require emergency medical response (an explasion far instance), bl some
failures may lead to health affects over time (failure to egnlain seeping groundwater phomes
leading to contamination of the water supply, for example) and may require & konger-term public
health response. When failores of LTS lead to disease ouloones such a5 cancer or other illness,
the federal government should provide adequate care and compensation to thoss people.
Tracking illnesses and caring for peogle over the keng-term should be seen as part of LTS, Any
funding mechanism should also provide finds for this.

5.5 |5.5 — See response to Comment 5.1.

5.6 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 5.3 of the Study. The Department agrees that the
primary purpose of LTS is continued protection of human health and the environment. The Department agrees
5.6 that in some cases, site-specific LTS plans may need to include provisions for distributing public health
information to affected parties, and, where appropriate, plans for health monitoring. A new text box at the end
of Chapter 2 of the Study discusses the importance of public health concerns during long-term stewardship.
With respect to care and compensation, such decisions would need to be made on a case-by-case basis.

5.7 5.7 — See response to Comment 5.6.




ANA would like to offer s specific comment to the issus of “Hew will Long-ierm Stewarddiy
be manaped of sites with ongoimg missions other than cleanyp, * (Sec, 4.3) Betwesn the two
opticns - tranafesring to the DO program responsible for the ongoing mission, or EM (or
successor organization) taking responsibility- we recommend that EM (or successor
arganization) take responsibility for LTS at the site. We do not believe that the other line
WQEI'MSDTDDE wiould put equal focus inbo the LTS mission because this goal could often
contlict with, or compete agaimst, production and other missions. This is especially 8 concern at
National Muclear Security Agency (MINSA) sites, where it iz unclear who will heve sothority
over environmental management issues. Regardleas of the option chosen, it is of particular
importance that LTS planning and activities be coordinated with adequate project management
oversight in ona office within DOE. We recognizs this &5 & relatively shori-term issue, but we
believe il s very significant in getting the initial LTS placning off on the right track. DOE ghould
make sure thet LTS is not viewed 23 an afterthought and addressed in & fragmented, ad hoc
mannes, but rather is the singular priority of one office.

Az DOE continues with its LTS planning, we urge a carefil look st the sites on the 1995 List of
Sites Reviewed for Possible Past Involvement in Muclaar Weapons and Nuclear Energy Related
Activities (Aleo known a3 the FUSRAP List).” Sorting out thess ited i3 an important and
difficult task We wige the DOE to continue work on this Hat — specifically creating a database
that will provide information about each site. The lack of currently available information about
mianry of these sites shoubd also serve a5 o lesson in how not to do LTS, An analysis of the
glements missing in the FUSRAP [ist may belp to avoid pitfalls in fiture LTS Planning.

Thank you for the opportunity to panicipate im this hearing. ANA and our member organizations

are still in the process of reviewing the Study and we will Hkely submit additional comments
it 1o Dhecernber 15, 2000,

Submitted November 30,

¢ kathy Crandall

Interim Program Director
Alliance for Muclear Accountsbility

5.8

5.9

5.8 — See response to Comment 5.3.

5.9 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 7.2 of the Study. Section 7.2 of the
Study also notes that on February 11, 2001, the Department made public a list of sites, including beryllium
vendors, DOE sites that used radioactive materials, and facilities where atomic weapons workers may have
been employed (66 FR 4003). The Department is working on a database for these sites. The Study focuses on
common issues and challenges that exist across many sites rather than focusing on one particular subset of
these sites. The Department also notes that long-term stewardship is not limited to DOE sites, or even sites
where the federal government has some responsibility. For example, local governments are already
responsible for the long-term stewardship of closed municipal landfills. Many of the issues that pertain to DOE
sites are likely to pertain to closed landfills as well.




Tri-Valley CAREs

Communities Against a Radioactive Environment
2EE2 O Frst Sheat, Uvermors, A PAEED » (V25) A43-T148 » Fou (R2E) 443-0177

Feace fastive Exvironmen!
sfaie [¥ET

December 12, 2000

Steven Livingstone, Project Munuger

Office of Long-Term Stewardship, (EM-531)
Olfee of Environmental Manugemesnl

1.5, Department of Encroy, P.O. Box 4507%
Washingtan, D.C, 20026-5079

Subject: Comments regarding the DOEEMLTS "Long-Term Stewardship
Study Draft" dated October 2000,

Dagar Mr. Livingstone:

Enclosed find comments of Tri-Valley CAREs [TV and Western Stales Lesal Foondation
(WSLE) n e Drafi Toog Tenn Stewinlship Sudy. We would Iike to eompliment you vn the
thoroughness of this druft study and its case of reading. Qur comments uddress some of the

issucs, that were raised in the sucy ad soae thal we think should be added.

Sincercly,

1

Marylia Kelley
Lxegutive Director,
Tri-Valley CARFs



1. The highest priocity sheuld be placed on selecting remeslies that proteet the long-term

(25

. Lomp-tern stewandslip

. Doy

saliety and hiealth of the commumily sl uf e covippment smounsding e DX
facility, A1 aspects uf establishing, maintaining and funding long-tem stewardship
activibies sliould be considersd during (e remsdy seloction process. Wherever
possible, we prefir that 10 facilitics arc cleaned up 1o 0 Jevel thia allows unestricted
sz amd avoid e need for long-term stewamiships. Where cloanug to such a level is nat
practical doe ip correnl lechs tiecal constraints, we wint commiiments inserted it final
remetly dectann decaments detailing the stewanlship plan and fuiding.

inuciulie eligtribugicn of Dt

iformation and o hesdth-roogninming |1I.||| ."\flLr remidy seleetion, we believe that the
long-term stewandship should nelude e fallowing activifies: 1) distribution 1o the
puhlic aof infornsation, databases, and foct sheets athit mssihle disease Guleomes
pelated to contaminntion; 2) distribation o kol palilie bealth providers abowt possible
disense outenmes related W contamination; 3} development of health momilormg plins
i appeopiiste conmunities

We stragly advise that DOE develop 4 mechanizm where Lol commimilizs will be
imvplved fhrmushind the bmg-term sewandship docision making process, Bailding
stromy local public invalvement is possibly the most essentinl element of ensuring
survivability and sustnimability of long-lerm slewambship. This shoubkd inclede
involvement in imitial loog-term sewardship activitics and any changes to those
activitics that may ooeur as a result of re-svaluition or modificition ol the remmedy. The
c-{_'umnmrj[:,-' cshouled also be imvolved inpenodic reviews, sach a8 e ﬁw’.*-_',-'l.‘:s.l fevicw
cycle urnler CERCLA w e-cvaluats the effectivencss and performance of long term
s[;n'ard,tup activities. Additiomally, ||1|_'.¢|'¢:m:lrnl Iechaiazil expertise shiubd Ir nvidle
{0 communities loesist enn in wading GQrowgh ez many wehnical docwments dat
Jimm the Basis for kew decizions. DOE showld provide fimding for this expertise.

ine ime Clesmup Decisioms are Made, The Natyanal
Bessireh Conneil rul.'|.||||||'n.|uJ|'.‘,|.1 IJla.l: 'DOE should p]au for uncertainty and fallibility”
of s aApoCLE of the bjng—1m1 ab:mmjsmp PrOSIIm; irc:luding :Im-l.*]nmnp' plans " I-::-
maximize follow-hrongh o phasel, iterative snc sclaptive bong-tenm institationsl
e menl approaches ab siks where contaminants remain.” We believe that these
plans should be developed concurrent with cleanup decisions, and should be
periodically revisiled,

Diavelon firm (unding eomimitmets for long-tenn siewardship. Funding for
sicwardship activities must be adequate, When the finil remesdy is ugreesd to o a site,
fnll j'l,lr_u]jn.g for slewambship activities shiubd be delimesl, iul:luc!lrlp; thee ruale 1l the
parties who will nsaiage the funding and de fonding sources.

. Perdodicn Y [e-ev Lot b remehy, PRHE irjrsul‘m]uﬁn: lelersl Tl'l:ll'lilg{‘n;] shosld

irplensent & systomatic pooceas for re-cvaluating and if needed, modifying existing
LT3 nctivities to ensums thi developmenis in science, 1echn |I|:|t-:y il ]'crr]_ﬂ'rn:lnl:u,-. e
ineorpimated. This recvahestion shonkd consider the folbowing: changes i health
stnndamds associated with conlaminimis tha are lef in place, changes in technology that
wr il v lablbe at the time when initsal eleanup docizions wene nesde bt if
implemented wonld eliminate the need for bong-term stewardship activitics, and

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.1 — Long-term stewardship planning (see Chapter 4 of the Study) and remedy selection decisions are done on
a site-specific basis with input from regulators, stakeholders, and the public. As noted in Exhibit 3-10of the
Study, the criteria used to evaluate remedial alternatives include long-term effectiveness and cost-effectiveness.
The long-term effectiveness of institutional controls is one of the criteria for evaluating long-term stewardship
requirements during remedy selection that have been suggested in guidance developed by DOE, EPA, and the
Department of Defense (DoD) and in recommendations forwarded to the Department (see Exhibits 3-2 and 3-3
in the Study). The Department also has identified the need to promote new science and technology
development to help address the uncertainties associated with maintenance of institutional and engineered
controls. The Department acknowledges the public concerns about long-term effectiveness in a text box in
Section 3.2 of the Study. The issue of uniform or national standards for cleanup is beyond the scope of this
Study because this document focuses on long-term stewardship.

6.2 — As noted in Chapter 4 of the Study, current DOE policy requires facilities to begin their planning for long-
term stewardship in final remedial decision documents. Decision documents from remedies requiring long-term
stewardship will set the direction for a final site-wide plan and subsequent agreements with stakeholders, local
governments, and environmental regulators.

6.3 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 5.3 of the Study. The Department agrees that the
primary purpose of LTS is continued protection of human health and the environment. The Department agrees
that in some cases, site-specific LTS plans may need to include provisions for distributing public health
information to affected parties, and, where appropriate, plans for health monitoring. A new text box at the end
of Chapter 2 of the Study discusses the importance of public health concerns during long-term stewardship.
With respect to care and compensation, such decisions would need to be made on a case-by-case basis.

6.4 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study. Existing laws and
regulations, especially the CERCLA process that is used for many site cleanups, require public involvement in
the activities and decisions that lead to the selection of a remedy (ROD), including the technical and economic
feasibility of cleanup to unrestricted use. However, these laws and regulations do not clearly articulate the role
of public involvement in the activities and decisions that follow the ROD. At the same time, the Department
recognizes that the ultimate success of long-term stewardship depends on the active involvement of the
affected parties, including local governments and Tribes. It is important for all parties to develop a workable
approach for meaningful public involvement in the decisions that affect and manage long-term stewardship
activities. The Study identifies this as an additional key challenge associated with long-term stewardship. The
Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified public involvement as one of the most
important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive
Steering Committee. This issue includes how DOE should balance the need to involve the public in maintaining
controls (e.g., institutional controls such as water use restrictions) with competing needs such as classified
information or activities, particularly at sites with ongoing national security missions. The Department's Long-
term Stewardship Working Group also has identified the issue of under what circumstances DOE should
consider funding of external parties as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
Executive Steering Committee. Although the general issue of public involvement has been identified to the
Executive Steering Committee, specifics of implementation (e.g., what external organizations should be
involved, what should be provided by DOE, what mechanisms for public involvement should be used) have not
been discussed and may be determined on a site-specific basis. We intend for the public participation process
allow for meaningful Tribal and public involvement.

6.5 — As noted in Section 4.2.2 of the Study, site-specific long-term stewardship plans are required by law for
uranium mill tailings sites and must be approved by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The Department also
requests the development of a site-specific long-term stewardship plan before accepting long-term stewardship
responsibilities for any site. As the EM mission at a site is completed, current plans call for the EM program
and the site landlord (if different from EM) to develop a long-term stewardship baseline for each site. The
baseline will describe the scope of applicable long-term stewardship requirements, the technical activities and
the projected schedule to meet these requirements, and expected costs. The Department acknowledges these
comments in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Final Study and will consider the recommendations they provide in
developing the guidance that will specify the format and content for site-specific long-term stewardship plans. In
addition, the specific example provided in the Study was not meant to imply that other styles or formats for
conceptual site models were not effective.




6.6 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.2 of the Study. The Department
currently relies on the annual appropriations process to fund long-term stewardship. This is not likely to change
in the near term. As noted in Section 8.1 of the Study, a separate Project Baseline Summary (PBS) for long-
term stewardship at each site will help the Department improve its estimates of annual long-term stewardship
funding requirements. Developing an alternative funding mechanism will require additional study and eventually
Congressional action. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified funding of
long-term stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management
Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. Specific funding issues identified by the Working Group
included: (1) current difficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the future because there
is no consistent procedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for and reported among DOE
sites; (2) whether the annual appropriations process is the most effective mechanism for funding long-term
stewardship activities that may be needed for decades or centuries; and (3) circumstances under which DOE
should consider funding external parties (e.g., local governments) to conduct long-term stewardship activities or
oversight. This comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee for their consideration.

6.7 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 10.2 of the Study. The Department
agrees that remedies may need to be reassessed periodically in light of changing circumstances and
information. Section 10.2 of the Study includes a discussion of these points.




perforneance of the remedy in place. The community shoull be fovolved in these re-
evithmlivns,

J0E should devel M} 3 [T I-:h Tk Tow soluticrs that waukd oz or eliminane
the mied for long- W ane aware that some contominintz will have o
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6.8

6.9

6.10

6.11

6.12

6.13

6.14

6.8 — The Department acknowledges these comments in a text box in Section 4.2.4 of the Final Study. As
noted in Section 4.2.4 of the Final Study, the Department's process for developing and implementing new
science and technology includes developing a long-term stewardship science and technology roadmap that will
(1) identify science and technology needs; (2) identify existing capabilities to meet these needs both within and
external to DOE; (3) determine research and development priorities; and (4) direct specific efforts to meet these
needs. The Department agrees that research into a number of key areas is needed, including the long-term
effectiveness and reliability of engineered and institutional controls; surveillance and monitoring; and information
management. Advances in science and technology may provide future generations with the ability to cost-
effectively achieve unrestricted use at some sites. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group
recently identified the policy issue as to whether the ultimate goal of new science and technology should be to
improve the ability to maintain the existing end state (i.e., the end state established during cleanup) or should
be to "improve" the end state more closely toward unrestricted use as one of the most important issues that
should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee.

6.9 — The Department acknowledges this comment in Section 7.2 of the Study. The Department has begun a
process to more clearly identify and develop a consensus on long-term stewardship information needs and
develop guidance for long-term stewardship information and records management. Some information
management guidance will be included in the guidance for site-specific long-term stewardship plans currently
under development by the Department. This comment will be considered in these efforts.

6.10 — This comment is acknowledges in a text box in Section 6.2 of the Study. Section 6.2 of the Study
recognizes the many issues, public concerns, and uncertainties associated with ensuring the continued
provision of long-term stewardship after property transfers. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working
Group recently identified the issue of how DOE will ensure adequate protection of human health and the
environment at sites transferred to the private sector as one of the most important issues that should be
addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. This comment
will be provided to the Executive Steering Committee for their consideration.

6.11 — The Department acknowledge this comment in Section 5.3 of the Study. Current laws and regulations do
require DOE to monitor and enforce compliance with institutional controls.

6.12 — The decision to clean up to unrestricted use, or to meet other specific land use requirements, is made on
a site-specific basis with input from regulators, stakeholders, and the public. It is both DOE and EPA policy that
cleanup remedies should be consistent with the intended future use of the affected areas. Chapter 2 of the
Study includes a new text box that provides a more formal statement on the scope of long-term stewardship
and why it is required (i.e., the inability to achieve unrestricted use and the nature of residual hazards). The
goal of long-term stewardship is to ensure continued protection of human health and the environment consistent
with applicable requirements. The Department recognizes the many issues and public concerns associated
with the uncertainties with planning for, documenting, and funding long-term stewardship throughout the Study
and acknowledges this comment by including it in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study.

6.13 — The Department acknowledges these comments in a text box in Section 4.1 of the Final Study. The
specific mechanisms available for oversight and enforcement of long-term stewardship vary according to the
applicable regulatory regime(s) and state laws on a site-specific basis. The Department has not developed a
policy on potential alternative regulatory regimes at specific sites. These comments will be provided to the
senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee for their consideration.

6.14 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.2 of the Study. As noted in
Section 8.2 of the Study, developing an alternative funding mechanism will require additional study and
eventually Congressional action. Section 8.2 of the Study also provides a summary of the recent study of Trust
Funds by Resources for the Future. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently
identified funding of long-term stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. Specific funding issues identified
by the Working Group included: (1) difficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the future
because there is no consistent procedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for and
reported among DOE sites; (2) whether the annual appropriations process is the most effective mechanism for
funding long-term stewardship activities that may be needed for decades or centuries; and (3) circumstances
under which DOE should consider funding external parties (e.g., local governments) to conduct long-term
stewardship activities or oversight. This comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee for
their consideration.
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6.15

6.16

6.15 — As noted in Exhibit 4-2 of the Study, it is DOE's current policy that at sites where non-EM missions are
expected to continue, the site landlord programs will take responsibility for long-term stewardship after EM
finishes its cleanup mission.

6.16 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 7.2 of the Study. Section 7.2 of the
Study also notes that on February 11, 2001, the Department made public a list of sites, including beryllium
vendors, DOE sites that used radioactive materials, and facilities where atomic weapons workers may have
been employed (66 FR 4003). The Department is working on a database for these sites. The Study focuses on
common issues and challenges that exist across many sites rather than focusing on one particular subset of
these sites. The Department also notes that long-term stewardship is not limited to DOE sites, or even sites
where the federal government has some responsibility. For example, local governments are already
responsible for the long-term stewardship of closed municipal landfills. Many of the issues that pertain to DOE
sites are likely to pertain to closed landfills as well.
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Citizens Advisory Boand
Ichgher Mauliomal Fngmeering mmd Environmental Laboratory

LOMNG-TERM STEWARDSHIP

The Idaho National Engineering amd Envirmmental Laboratory (INEEL) Citizens Advisory
o {CAB) recently reezived copics of the Dirall Long-Term Siewardship Stdy propared by
the Diepartment of Eaergy's {1M175) Oftics of Long-Term Stewardship. The Draft Study was
prepared in partial compliance of a December 1998 Settlement Apreemant thit reolved a lnvenit
filed by the Natural Resources Definse Council (and other plimiiffs) agninst DOE regarding the
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statcaent for te complex-wide waste masagerment
program. We appreciats the opportunily o provide our recommendations regamiing the Diraft
Study and DOE' Lony-Term Stewardship Program.

DRAFT STUIVY

The INEEL CAB woubl like in compliment the DOE Offive of Long-Term Stewardship on the
Drafl Study, |t addresscs a very complex and nfien confissing subjoet and breaks it down into a
manageable set of lopics and issues. W noted that the Dbl Smdy identificd more questions
than smswers, but it appears to have dome o very thorough job of identifying the most relevant
questions. I adidition, the Dmft Sty did an excellent job of integrating the comments received
fram the public during the scoping period mio the Draft Study. The addition of excerpts from the
study conducted by the National Ressarch Council and acenimis of expericnces feom olher
governmmeni prencies lend sdditional pergective and balance to the document, We conclude thal
the Study's primary contrbilion at this tme results from (he =ffor to consolidate inlermation
ahorul the subject. This docament, alang with the recently prepared Kepart ro Congress, provides
an excellent stasting point lo support enhancement of the public's understanding of this important
o,

The INFEL CAB understainds thed the 5ty is not being prenured in support a federal decizion-
making proces.. Nevertheless, the INEEL CAR recommends that DOE make every efort to
delincate aliernative possible future courses of action as clearly as possible in the Final
Study and providing objective anabysis of the various pros and cons of each alternative,
Giood exsmples of wheee DOR has alreacy taken this approach are presented in Section 6.1.3
(page G0, Exhitil 5-4 (pape 48) and especially Exhibit 8-3 {pases K6-87).

it crilicism of the Draft Study relates to an apparent lack of commitment i conducting
meaningful public participation activitics during Long-Term Stewandship planning and
implementation. DOE's cammilment to meaningful public invalvement should be reinforced
through the addition of sppropriate language in several ssetions. The following is  partial liating
of suggeshons for where public participation should be addressed in the Study:
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Page

7.1

| 7.2

B

7.1 — The Department appreciates this comment. Thank you.

7.2 — Where possible, the Study identifies alternatives for addressing long-term stewardship.

7.3 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 3.2 of the Study. Existing laws and
regulations, especially the CERCLA process that is used for many site cleanups, require public involvement in
the activities and decisions that lead to the selection of a remedy (ROD), including the technical and economic
feasibility of cleanup to unrestricted use. However, these laws and regulations do not clearly articulate the role
of public involvement in the activities and decisions that follow the ROD. At the same time, the Department
recognizes that the ultimate success of long-term stewardship depends on the active involvement of the
affected parties, including local governments and Tribes. It is important for all parties to develop a workable
approach for meaningful public involvement in the decisions that affect and manage long-term stewardship
activities. The Study identifies this as an additional key challenge associated with long-term stewardship. The
Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified public involvement as one of the most
important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive
Steering Committee. This issue includes how DOE should balance the need to involve the public in maintaining
controls (e.g., institutional controls such as water use restrictions) with competing needs such as classified
information or activities, particularly at sites with ongoing national security missions. The Department's Long-
term Stewardship Working Group also has identified the issue of under what circumstances DOE should
consider funding of external parties as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
Executive Steering Committee. Although the general issue of public involvement has been identified to the
Executive Steering Committee, specifics of implementation (e.g., what external organizations should be
involved, what should be provided by DOE, what mechanisms for public involvement should be used) have not
been discussed and may be determined on a site-specific basis. We intend the public participation process will
allow the Tribes and the public to express their views on long-term stewardship activities at DOE sites. The
Department notes that the public involvement issue is identified as an additional issue in the overall introduction
to the Study, but not specifically in Chapter 2. In addition, the Department notes that existing laws and
regulations require public involvement in the remedy selection process, which defines end states and cleanup
strategies, and DOE selects remedies in compliance with these laws and regulations. The Department
understands the request from the commenter for the Study to be more specific in identifying how public
involvement will occur during long-term stewardship. However, the Study cannot establish policy such as
altering the list of requirements for site-specific plans or change the list of activities conducted during self-
assessment.




The discussion of issues nelated to loag-teem stewardship in Chapter 2 i3 incomplete, One issue
rediers Lo the nesd for public access to information (Sechon 2.5); mother refers to the iJupno‘_rt.a,um
of continued partnerships with state, local and Trikal pevemments (Scetion 2.7 DOE should
inclode another “issue” that sefleets the weed for a meaninglul role for the pubdic in long-term
stewardship docision-making.

A tormmilment Lo invalving the public in defining: nppropriste end states for cach sitc and
selection of cleanup strutesies that will allow such cnd states would similary strengthen the
infroduction to Chapter 3 {page 11). THIE should add appropriale binguage,

Public participation shiuld be added o the list of requiraments of site-spesific lokg-teem
siewamdship pluns (in Section 4.2.2 on page 32).

Public participation should be adided b the st of activities conducted during self-sscasments
wonsducted i preparation for fhe transition to long-teem stewandship (in Section 43,2 on page
I

There may be other places m the docurment that should be changed a5 well to more compleiely
reflect a conunitinent 1o providing @ mie for stakeholders.

The INEEL CAB is puzzled by the fact that INEEL = nod listed in the table on page #0. Becass
TNEEL has many continaing non-EM missions, we do not understand wilty it does no AIppear.
The INEEL CAR recommends that DOE include INEEL in the table on page 40 or provide
u very elear cxplanation why inclusion i nof yppropriate,

LONG-TERM 5TEWARDSHIP

The INEEL CAB recommends DOE move boyond studying this important subject and iake
immediale steps to institetionalize Long-Term Siewardship by clearly identifving the
Department’s requirements for Geld olfices,

Although they ars perhiaps beyond the scope of the Long- Term Slewardship Study, we iave
additivnal comments to help ensure DOEs success in implementing a Long-1'erm Siewardship
Proyram, We urge the Office of Long: Term Stewardship to address the following on a priority
lrasis.

Rales and Responshiliies, The INEEL CAE recommends that DOE enbiance (he
delineatinn of long-term stewaniship responsibilithes. We sugwes! hol all responsibilities (het
will fall within the purview of DOE-Headquances andior Field Offices be assigne appropriatcly.
We additioeally susgest that thess tagks thal will require public input andior collaboration with
uthers he similarly identificd. ‘The public might be provided an spportuminy to help set prioritics
for those activities that woubd fill within DOE's regonsibility.

Funding mechanisins. We understand that DOE awanded o grnt to Resources for the Fumure, an
independent non-profit research organization, 1o nssess potontial allemativs lomg-teem
stewandship funding mechanizms. The Draft Plan included an excellent discussom of aliemative
lunding mechanisms in Section 8.2 (papes 84-89). That discussion serves s 5 starting poitil,
The INEKL CAR recommends that DOF immediately embark on 8 more exlensive study of
funding meehanisms {hased on detailed proposals for implementation). In particalar, we
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Piage: 2

7.4

7.5

7.6

7.7

7.4 — INEEL is not in Exhibit 4-2 because it is an EM landlord site, and the exhibit refers to sites where a
Principal Secretarial Office other than EM is the landlord. Argonne National Laboratory - West, which is located
within INEEL, is included in Exhibit 4-2 because the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science, and Technology is the
landlord at that site.

7.5 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Study. The Department's
Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified the need for a corporate vision for long-term
stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-
term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. The corporate vision includes the appropriate organizational
structure for long-term stewardship within the Department. The Department also recognizes that it is important
to define long-term stewardship roles and responsibilities both within DOE and between DOE and other entities,
including other federal agencies, states, Tribes, and regional governments. The Executive Steering Committee
is developing a Strategic Plan for long-term stewardship; part of that effort will include identifying roles and
responsibilities within DOE. The Department also notes that long-term stewardship as an issue is broader than
DOE sites. For example, states and local governments already have long-term stewardship responsibilities at
municipal landfills, and states may have long-term stewardship responsibility for some "Superfund lead" sites on
the CERCLA NPL. Implementation of long-term stewardship across this broad spectrum of sites will require
states to develop their own, independent capability to provide long-term stewardship.

7.6 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Study. The Department's
Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified the need for a corporate vision for long-term
stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-
term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. The corporate vision includes the appropriate organizational
structure for long-term stewardship within the Department. The Department also recognizes that it is important
to define long-term stewardship roles and responsibilities both within DOE and between DOE and other entities,
including other federal agencies, states, Tribes, and regional governments. The Executive Steering Committee
is developing a Strategic Plan for long-term stewardship; part of that effort will include identifying roles and
responsibilities within DOE. The commenters expressed varied opinions on the appropriate balance between
federal vs. non-federal leadership, and between a strong central organization vs. independent field
organizations. The Department notes that a balance that may work well for one site may not work well for other

7.7 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.2 of the Study. As noted in
Section 8.2 of the Study, developing an alternative funding mechanism will require additional study and
eventually Congressional action. Section 8.2 of the Study also provides a summary of the recent study of Trust
Funds by Resources for the Future. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently
identified funding of long-term stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the
senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. Specific funding issues identified
by the Working Group included: (1) difficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the future
because there is no consistent procedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for and
reported among DOE sites; (2) whether the annual appropriations process is the most effective mechanism for
funding long-term stewardship activities that may be needed for decades or centuries; and (3) circumstances
under which DOE should consider funding external parties (e.g., local governments) to conduct long-term
stewardship activities or oversight. This comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee for
their consideration.




recommentd thoreugh considerition of the statutory sathority that would be required to
enable each alternative fusding mechanism and how such aothority could be achieved,

The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE Immediately purswe establishment of an sdegquate
and reliable funding seurce for long-icrm stewardship activities. Consistent with the drai
recommendations (not yet approved of adopted) develope! hy representitives of fen Site Specific
Advisary Hoands sl o recent workshop in Denver, Colorade, the INEEL CAR furiher
recommends that DOE make ynaranteed funding for stewardship a national priority,
remuved from the annual Congressional appropriations process, and maintained off-
budget. We agree with the workshop participants that stewasdship lunds must he protected from
the demands of other programs. Stakeholders must be involved in the developiment ol s fur
allozation process, To mest these objoetives, TOE must develop authorizing legislation for
submittal to Congress.

listalutionalization of Long-Teem Stewasdship. Mast of the details of long-term slewsirdship
must, by their natore, be site-specific, However, it i2 cloar that there is un urgent need for the

Office of Tong-Term Stewardship to continte to drfl national policy nd provide suidance to
sites in dovieloping long-lerm stewnrdship plans. The INEEL CAB recommends that the
Ofice take steps to istitutionalies long-term stewardship immedintely, For cxanple, we
suggest thal DOL issue DOE ordess mandaling specific requircments snd responsibilitics for
Long-Term Stewardship planning at cach site. Suggestions for consideration during
development of requirements and responsibilities include those bisted in the bax titled "Remely
Menitoring Flan® (pugel 7), the related discussion of "enhaneed Remedy Moniluring Plan"
further dorwn that page, and the ¢riteria discussed in Section 3.3 {paye 18). Specific requirements
must mchude difoetives reganding public mvolvement and information management, With the
imminent change in the Fedesal admimisiralion, this recommencition is of particular urgency,

Exgalum'nrl |.1'I‘l§;|]1r,-]'(:m:! Stewardship throughout DOE. Long-Term Stewardship should not e
considered jusi the next stop after clesnup, The INEEL CAR recommends that the principles

and approaches developed by the Office of Long-Term Stewardship be incorporated into
all DOE activities, Including those under the auspices of other major wrganizations within
DOE, like Nuclear Energy, Defense Programs, ete. The Office of Long-Teem Steveardship
shiuld not restrict its support o the Environmental Munngement Program. DOE should
mplement the program consistently acnss il national programs. Long-Term Stewirdship
:"H.ill]ﬂ be conzsidered in all life-cycle-planming endeavors. Tn addition, Long-Term
stewardship should be emphasized a5 an esseniial onent of wll new

facilities as well us onpoing activities, i3 T

7.8

7.9

7.10

7.8 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.2 of the Study. The Department
currently relies on the annual appropriations process to fund long-term stewardship. This is not likely to change
in the near term. As noted in Section 8.1 of the Study, a separate Project Baseline Summary (PBS) for long-
term stewardship at each site will help the Department improve its estimates of annual long-term stewardship
funding requirements. Developing an alternative funding mechanism will require additional study and eventually
Congressional action. The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified funding of
long-term stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management
Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. Specific funding issues identified by the Working Group
included: (1) current difficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the future because there
is no consistent procedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for and reported among DOE
sites; (2) whether the annual appropriations process is the most effective mechanism for funding long-term
stewardship activities that may be needed for decades or centuries; and (3) circumstances under which DOE
should consider funding external parties (e.g., local governments) to conduct long-term stewardship activities or
oversight. This comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee for their consideration.

7.9 — See response to Comment 7.5.

7.10 — This comment is acknowledged in a text box in Section 6.1.3 of the Study. The Department agrees that
the language used in the Draft Study did not adequately communicate the distinction between "pollution
prevention" in the traditional sense and as applied to long-term stewardship. The Department has revised
Section 6.1.3 of the Study to indicate the importance of both pollution prevention principles and the concept of
Environmental Management Systems to help minimize the future long-term stewardship consequences of
current mission activities. The Department also has added a footnote in Section 6.1.3 to clarify use of the term
"pollution prevention."
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Mr. Steven Livimgstonz, Project Maiaper
L5 Department ol Fasrpey

P01 Bax 45079

Washington, DUC. 306517

Ri: Owclober 2000 Draft Repor on Lung-Term Stewardship Slaly

Coemileann;

Snme gencial observalivns and enmmends on il ghyse repart. and pregesii a ax Tllows:

L

=k

'I'l1|=_ drafl LTS repurt is lomg, confusing, lacks simpliclty and clority with 1
arlinury reader unnbde in wdecsiand i A good report 15 shard, i and Lo e
point. Tl reporl does not dn this - is ikis il objective of TOE?

Thaere i5 a Lack of clarity in regand to reaediviion (cleanup) enmpletinn, veisos wlen
steunrdship is iniliated, Most government spriscy persimnel, and the public. do no
understand this distinedion, Slewanlship needs in be very elearty difined, s (hal
Tl wan-sn-lbe-sdreet can understand it - ihis is pol (he present case.

Exiry ¢l should be made to make the 1.7% progesn siiple aml cear, Compledty
adds to cnnficion.

The LTS program argamization shosld niasimies (e personnel assdgned to feid
work {hudpet), snd minimize ke administratlve staff (srgonizatbon-hisdaed).

If federl, state aned bl dogmlatory requirements de net stgniflcantly contribute to
doing or compleling the LTS midsslon, move in revise or elisinate sach.

LTS peoeqzrania slipald be subject tu ageresslve beneflt/cost nnalyses, magimizing the
bemeditfcust ratle.

Ui coubd cummenl un the varlous secthons of the report, biwever, that waild simpy Ak
to mking the: docwistal more conlusing, | serivusdy question If anpone person will read

the whole document snd anderstand it

Ihrse: dotimenis slioald be pemdable By g

significaml cross seclion of government personnel and the public.

Thanks for the npportumity te comment.

Sincerehy,
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8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

8.6

8.1 — In response to public comments, DOE tried to make the Study as clear as possible.

8.2 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 2.1 of the Study. In the Paths to
Closure documents, the Department defined completion of cleanup projects explicitly as the situation in which
"deactivation or decommissioning of all facilities currently in the EM program has been completed, excluding
any long-term surveillance and monitoring; all releases to the environment have been cleaned up in accordance
with agreed-upon cleanup standards; groundwater contamination has been contained, or long-term treatment or
monitoring is in place; nuclear material and spent fuel have been stabilized and/or placed in safe long-term
storage; and "legacy" waste (i.e., waste produced by past nuclear weapons production activities and related
research and development, with the exception of high-level waste) has been disposed of in an approved
manner." Therefore, long-term stewardship responsibilities clearly begin when cleanup ends. The start of long-
term stewardship is relatively easy to define at a relatively small site with a single cleanup project, but it is more
difficult to define at large, complex sites with multiple cleanup projects that may span decades. Exhibit 5-3 of
the Study also addresses this issue. The Department agrees that the distinction between completion of cleanup
and start of LTS is not always clear in the site Project Baseline Summaries (PBS) and similar systems,
especially at large sites with multiple areas undergoing remediation. The Department agrees with the comment
that LTS planning begins before the start of cleanup; this is discussed explicitly in Section 6.1.3 of the Study.
The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified the issue of developing a
consistent, consensus definition of long-term stewardship, including when long-term stewardship begins, as one
of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term Stewardship
Executive Steering Committee.

8.3 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Study.

8.4 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Study. The Department's
Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified the need for a corporate vision for long-term
stewardship as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-
term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. The corporate vision includes the appropriate organizational
structure for long-term stewardship within the Department. The Department also recognizes that it is important
to define long-term stewardship roles and responsibilities both within DOE and between DOE and other entities,
including other federal agencies, states, Tribes, and regional governments. The Executive Steering Committee
is developing a Strategic Plan for long-term stewardship; part of that effort will include identifying roles and
responsibilities within DOE.

8.5 — The Department acknowledges these comments in a text box in Section 4.1 of the Final Study. The
specific mechanisms available for oversight and enforcement of long-term stewardship vary according to the
applicable regulatory regime(s) and state laws on a site-specific basis. The Department has not developed a
policy on potential alternative regulatory regimes at specific sites. These comments will be provided to the
senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee for their consideration.

8.6 — The Department acknowledges this comment in a text box in Section 8.1 of the Study. The Department
agrees that more information is needed on the scope of future long-term stewardship activities and better life-
cycle cost estimates are needed. The Study incorporates the cost estimates from the Report to Congress on
Long-term Stewardship and discusses the basis for these estimates. Accurate cost estimates are critical for
long-term stewardship, particularly for ensuring accountability for the technical scope of the program. The
Report to Congress on Long-term Stewardship is only the first step in developing the necessary cost figures.
The Department's Long-term Stewardship Working Group recently identified funding of long-term stewardship
as one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the senior management Long-term
Stewardship Executive Steering Committee. Specific funding issues identified by the Working Group included
difficulties in determining long-term stewardship costs now and in the future because there is no consistent
procedure for how long-term stewardship activities are budgeted for and reported among DOE sites. This
comment will be forwarded to the Executive Steering Committee for their consideration.
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D Mr. Livingstoar,

T v Lvwts bsbtic crmrmiomts tharl ehould b pad are mot. addressed unds the topie of Long. Tenm
Siewardship of IXIF wilcs. Hiwever first bot me say [ aom retired sed have never been
employed by [XHT ar sy of it subsedinase companies nor b | evey hoen anything mors then
a conpermed manker o the patlic. Also, | participated in the writing of the: CAR {Uilzzn
Advisory Teoard]) Fy-Laws for S35 and heve ever since particrated in the CAB Commifios
wnrk. | am curmnly » meesber af SRS, CAR Lang-1em Stewardship SubCommmitie:

First — Your prograam hareby mengions cace and die st being oa miffizicnlly the fallowing

b suma pusint i ikt flalure Use United Siztes will havs o critical need fir TE w esiahbish wtes
such as B3 Tnf o new [rarposs thed is oriticel %o this countrics survival A1 il fime il will be
all but imgusibl 0 s rew sses such e SRS dus bo expansion and gl of the i
sarten, AR Alweaded miord e in o ol rush o divest fiself of SRS, REeading this report leads mo 1o
think, you almsdy mc in & Fosh i make thin mastske. | offer that the ecology fowmd in the bedTor
painee that currenily provide buth ssfly #ad secnrity on SR is aleeady o recognized as o Mational
Finplivamentel Research Park { HERP | Sevs] Rclerally endangered spacies nnd the work
dhoni: by The Ravanneh River Ecology Laboratory, part of thi: Uniwersity il (Ronga, shoatd e
gt o the st tficarion for keeping SRS wndor some falior] eafitics b b s lkbbe 0 mes.
finlure: maineeta] sevondy neads.

Serpm] — Wiy where im this report 9o you even mention the following:

Eumﬂ*[ﬂﬂhalhﬁmﬂmwmmm:iudpﬂwm T siley dht
ariz dhaiby polluting DOR sites. This pollufion is tking phais sed will in e filaee e
poritikedies thid willl tzke more than 3 vears o cleae up. Thizse public Bndfill opsession anc
dually Bing padiution io the site thed is pedluling wmdergroend walor aod will cveruslly poliee
sorface weer.  Howeswer, af thes time existing detoction methods m place desn miress from tho
e 11 i SRS hovve: ol 802wy pellntioon.  Hoswvever w2l koo thal il s ned 8 qocsion o
S i only mapuston o “when™ @ he so kel i can nal help bl be poticed, Beceess this is 2
portilic: Lial¥ill op SRS, boead THOTE ppeortions arg wking oo responsibility, THoweeer, when A

9.1

9.2

9.1 — This comment focuses on site-specific issues. Where these issues have identified general issues for long-
term stewardship, the Department has attempted to communicate these issues in both the Draft and Final
Study. This comment has been forwarded to the Department's long-term stewardship representatives at the
appropriate sites; however, the long-term stewardship study is not the appropriate document for addressing site-

specific issues.

9.2 — See response to Comment 9.1.




camies s 1 everiuably pecigmize e vty 1o cless sp this pollecd sibe, 0o oo

1ol et 5K whe will b resporedbls. Wl the polbating party, will DO ar wall the
ﬁmmi.-mrupmnml&mhuﬂmﬂ#hmjﬁllmﬂﬁflhmwﬂwﬁﬂm
LG BT and arlher aprecments, | have ssked for claillcation bt il di nad bove sn aniwer.
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ﬁ:[ﬂmw fuilui, cior ftone prneauons of Ameiges will find llmiﬂlﬂl o
wililic in Amcricy eutde of city zovs. Curvently some TE uies have [Rologece Ressurce
anaggzment Flans, These pliss are used o merage wetland sod ofhis m‘ruhhl wid
imitor By wildlibe, Al THIF. sazs should be mﬂumdmlﬂ?:!ﬁi:-mw
Frogram e mink and insume Thisa: pilats gre moomenshel il ]
mmmimﬁﬁ?mjﬁmmmhmm thes; sl b el Sedea] endatics
or pesvernsent eabiics fen (hese agencics mst b better equipped tham DX to trike care of
s public: watural resources and fh transfers met inchud beynd aproesments that bind s
eommitmest in Jog-iorm shruvmdships i prosect Ameica’s 1aa Wild Flaces,

Sam Buoher r_,gﬁj ,«ﬁ%
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M, Livimpationg — 1 wriuld like o bo conzidoeed B & position oo o2 b snd ety psitin
with (b DI Addvisnry Ginoap Sor Lomg-Tirm Siewardshap | soz page 17, pm drall jikaii)
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| 9.3

9.4

9.3 — As noted in Section 4.2.2 of the Study, site-specific long-term stewardship plans are required by law for
uranium mill tailings sites and must be approved by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The Department also
requests the development of a site-specific long-term stewardship plan before accepting long-term stewardship
responsibilities for any site. As the EM mission at a site is completed, current plans call for the EM program
and the site landlord (if different from EM) to develop a long-term stewardship baseline for each site. The
baseline will describe the scope of applicable long-term stewardship requirements, the technical activities and
the projected schedule to meet these requirements, and expected costs. The Department acknowledges these
comments in a text box in Section 4.2 of the Final Study and will consider the recommendations they provide in
developing the guidance that will specify the format and content for site-specific long-term stewardship plans.

9.4 -- The Department recommends that you make this request through established public involvement
processes.




Campbell, Kathleen

From: Steven Livingstons [Steven.Li'.rir%stc:ne@EH.DﬂEG{]\ﬂ
Sent: Monday, December 11, 2000 2:30 PM

To: Girad, Brenda

Subject: RE: Comments on Draft Long-Term Stewardship Study
hlark:

Thank you for reviewing the study  Your comments will be addressed.
Steve

-—-Original Message--—- _ _

From: Mark. Plassinger@doegjpo.com [mailto-Mark_Plessingendoeg)po.com]
Sent: Monday, December 11, 2000 1.356 PM

To: Livingslone, Stoven

Subject Comments on Draft Long-Term Stewardship Study

Steve,

| have noted a couple of picky minor erors that should be correcled
in the document. | expect the GJO fo submit comments formally, but
just in casa they are too late you will have these.

Page 12 In the shaded box under the finst buliat the words "privately | 10.1
awned” should be replaced with the words "under active NRC License" to
make the statement a little more corract.

Footnote number 9: In the second sentence the cleanup actions by DOE | 10.2
are not conducted under NRC license, only the slewarclshi?a_

activities. | | echnically, any cleanup action rasulting from a failure

during the stewardship phasa would be done under NRC license bul he

initial cleanup where DOF does the cleanup is not under NRC: license).

Also gt the end of footnote 9, the Hallam, Nebraska and Piqua, Ohio | 103
silas are not under MR license, as stated n the footnote,

Owerall this document is imprassivie. Itis extramely comprehensive

and | befieve it does demonstrate that DOE & senously considering | 10.4
the ramifications of stawardship. The document is indicative of a

tremendous amaunt of hard work.

Mark

|10.1 — The phrase "under active NRC license" has been added to the text in response to this comment.

|10.2 — The subject footnote has been changed to address this comment.

|10.3 — These sites have been removed from the footnote.

|10.4 — The Department appreciates this comment. Thank you.




{__Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste )
Dhecemier |5, J0HH)

Sreven Livingakme, Froject Mamape:
Jaine: Wemner, Dimector

Qfire of Long-Tarm Sswandihip, FhS]
{tice of Envirenmenty] Manapement
U5 Memariment of Ensgy

B 0. Box #4000

Washinglun DLC. 20026-500%

He. Camments on DOEEMILTS “Lanp-Term Smwarddheg Study™ Oct. 2000 Dexll
Dear Mr. Lavingsone:

Wit il ikt Urank DOT"s Office of Fanimomentl Marapetiist for arranging the:
wirlchip on fhe Tong-Term Stewsrdesip Svody in San Fesison oo Tiecember 14,
W gnd affordiag our cileen grganization an cpgewtunily bo comment,

The: Commitier to Minimia; Toxi; Waste is a Berkely boed citizens” gronp tha
monitens, Laweencn Deckeley Macoaal Lahoratory's (LML) e of méomstive and
bazardaus substaness, peeration of mdinactive, mived and hazardous wasr, Eandling
of kepacy wasty and the Lab's anpmets o Jocal pocastenty.

We concur with the comments sobenitied by Tr-Valley CARE's and Westen Staes
Leg] Foumndation and weould like 1 sizr-on to their official stiement and mspecially 11.0
emphasize the follmsmg po=ts:

L. All cleanupa for sites, et Fall sader the Lowg-Term Siewardstip Program, such ac
LBNL, shoulid ws: the CERCLA regulasary framework, CERCLA is the method that
Jmonvides e most oppormanity for gavsantive commundty Benleiment in decision

; s

u- L LI S v 1 ' L -

il 0 -
wreblic ealth impacts are ireed by LENL as public rélarions masiars,

1.1

" Mute: You should be awar: that the Berkeley City Council passiad 2 resalution iz
Movember 1949 mquesting poblic inchasion & LBNL's Site Restoration [RURA]
eprterly meetings. Toodane, LENL bas ademanty refisd ihis pequest for crizical
public participutiom

2. LENL s the oldest of the DOE's federal Facilifies snd bas 2 Jorg Bisory of
swvispnmial confamination (inckadisg umanivm, oo, eriziem and ather rbonive

sodl contamination. Thia e was axcioded from Exhibit @ o p 3 of [80F's Cetsher 11.2
1555 “Irom Cleap in Stewardship® document). Comsequently, LIML has @ seriam

lepacy wadtkfronbunination problem, which hes never been fiscussat # a1 vpen public

process (See enclosure: Rudinactive Contamination Cheimiscke of LIS )

P we

11.0 — Please see responses to comment letter 6.

11.1 — The Department acknowledges these comments in a text box in Section 4.1 of the Final Study. The
specific mechanisms available for oversight and enforcement of long-term stewardship vary according to the
applicable regulatory regime(s) and state laws on a site-specific basis. The Department has not developed a
policy on potential alternative regulatory regimes at specific sites. These comments will be provided to the
senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive Steering Committee for their consideration. The general
issue of public involvement has been identified to the senior management Long-term Stewardship Executive

Steering Committee.

11.2 — This comment focuses on site-specific issues. Where these issues have identified general issues for
long-term stewardship, the Department has attempted to communicate these issues in both the Draft and Final
Study. This comment has been forwarded to the Department's long-term stewardship representatives at the
appropriate sites; however, the long-term stewardship study is not the appropriate document for addressing site-

specific issues.




3, [MIE's LBNL operatioms ame ursque becamss of the lab's yrhis sefting in the
Sirawberry Canyon walershed without amy buffer ame o fhe community, Dhoe 1o
LEM1.'s lang histroy in the commuanity, ssues of bagscy wasa cleanug,
decontaminatbens asd decommissioning (TWED) activities are of prramount concem &
te recidents in Derkeley and Oakland, We beliowe thar luaving eontamination in plac
i3 niod am option for LENL. ’

4, Lack of proper chametenization of LENL's mdieactive [spacy waste is obvioushy
probileatc to Kentilfyin: poicnfisl radipactive waste from the engolng
devommissioning activities, Tn Berkeley, the decommissioning activities have s far
sesailterd ia s than #0000 ons of eoneree shietding Bocks and mellic wqipmes
o dhecomanuamend aicaliratons such as the Bevatros and the HILAC, Ths far,
DOE bes pot caloelated the opsty associated with the potential radinactive lapaoy wasre
generated by these activities or the coviron asental consequeas, In faet, DOE's o%a
Thger Team in 1991 repoctid that “LAL has not characienized knosm wramium
comtamination remaiming wndergroand from decoamamination and decosmissionin g
activities asaciand with the 184-inch Cyelotnm™. Yery Litthe has chemged in the last
decadi:.

5. Lastly, we have 2 groat congam over the confisuiag generation of logaty waste and
envirnmental confamisatics. As an caample, LENL's Mational Trittum Laheling
Facility peneraies most of the Lah's radioactive snd mixed waste, most of fiz sanual
midinactive pmissions and consequendly mos of the savitonmental inpeces. Thers is
alsa continuing amd voeal political opposition o thess activities asd TOE should
evaluzie whether the bevectins of medmmneny th-::mnb;mmgl: ﬂmmuhnmmtng:t
in the inberest ﬂfﬂLﬂmﬂ; the h'_l s i, bopt Lo eyl Teen iy & ATH
TEsurees devated 1ot

Wi pbodgmmee tat of the NTLE operations ceassd woday, TRNL's growing tritium
legacy waste/contamination would decay in 129 years, The setration of kpecy

waste/comtamination and their sssociuted eoats foon garrent operabions should be
evalited &3 part of ke Long-Ters Sewandsnp Program.

* Apain, we want o tank vou for your efforts m this critecal izsue of fong-term

envirommental management. If you would like mone detaibed infermation, please don't
Braitate o conlscd me.

I'mh S?E 6&”
Co-chair

P.0. Box B840
Berkidey, CA %4709

e Laurence MrEwen, Caldand DOEToog-Term Stewardsip
Hemant Patel, DOE Cakland Cperations, FM

2

1.3

1.4

11.5

11.6

11.3 — See response to Comment 11.2.

11.4 — See response to Comment 11.2.

|11.5 — See response to Comment 11.2.

|11.6 — See response to Comment 11.2.




